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ABSTRACT 
 
 
A multiple harvest reporting system is used for public land hunters in Illinois. The 
location, type of species, type of property hunted, and the type of weapon used determine what 
type of harvest reporting method is required. Currently, Illinois harvest reporting methods 
include: check-in stations, telephone check-in, online check-in, online windshield cards, and site-
specific harvest reporting (i.e. clipboard harvest checks). The Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources (IDNR) has concerns with a harvest reporting system that uses multiple methods, and 
would like data regarding the current system, specifically for the online windshield card method. 
We used a mixed-mode approach involving a site-intercept survey during the 2015-2016 Illinois 
hunting season and a mail survey following the 2016-2017 Illinois hunting season. The purpose 
of the study was to gain information on the harvest reporting accuracy of the online windshield 
card system (objective 1), hunter preference of all reporting methods (objective 2), and overall 
hunter attitudes of the online windshield card system (objective 3). The first phase of this study 
utilized an intercept survey to record hunters’ daily harvest, which was compared to the harvest 
reported at the end-of-season to the online windshield card system (objective 1). We surveyed 14 
total hunting days, resulting in 299 completed hunter surveys. Six days were spent at Clinton 
Lake resulting in 63 surveys, four days at Sangchris Lake producing 85 surveys, and four days at 
Mazonia-Braidwood contributing 151 surveys. The overall compliance of the online windshield 
card users (68.3%) from our sample was very similar to the statewide compliance percentages 
(65-70%). The analysis removed hunters that did not accurately recall the correct date or correct 
number species harvested during an intercept encounter, resulting in a final compliance 
percentage of 34%. Results showed that statewide compliance percentages with the online 
windshield card system are likely much lower than the initial 65-70% of hunters not found in the 
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system. A chi-square analysis indicated the time gap between harvest and harvest reporting 
deadline (X² = 8.244, df = 2, p = .016) was significant, as the greater the time gap resulted in 
more accurate reporting accuracy. Total season harvest (X² = 16.844, df = 4, p = .002) was also a 
significant predictor of harvest reporting accuracy, as hunters who harvested 6-10 game in a 
hunting season were most accurate. Total days spent hunting during a season was not a 
significant predictor. The second phase of this study utilized a mail survey administered to 2,830 
randomly sampled public land hunters following the 2016-17 hunting season (58% response 
rate). The questionnaire measured hunter types, harvest method experience, harvest method 
preference, and information regarding the online windshield card system (objectives 2 & 3). 
Telephone check (38.1%) was the most preferred method across the aggregate sample, while 
25.4% preferred online reporting, 21.3% preferred check stations most, and 15.1% of hunters 
preferred the online windshield card system most. Telephone check harvest reporting was the 
most preferred method by all hunter types: duck, geese, dove, squirrel, turkey, and deer. Chi-
square results suggest a significant difference between reporting method hunters experienced and 
reporting method preference, supporting the hypothesis. There were significant differences 
between duck and non-duck hunters, goose and non-goose hunters, turkey and non-turkey 
hunters, and deer and non-deer hunters. Significant differences were found to exist between 
hunter age (X² = 33.009, df = 3, p = .005) and years hunted (X² = 32.286, df = 3, p = .006) by 
hunter preference for reporting method. Hunters aged ≤ 20 and > 60 years old preferred 
telephone reporting (41%), whereas hunters aged 31-40 preferred online reporting. The 
differences in method preference by hunter age can be used to help IDNR managers implement 
regulations for future generations of hunters. Lastly, hunters responded to nine attitude 
statements regarding the online windshield card harvest reporting system. Principal component 
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analysis uncovered a ‘reporting ease’ variable and a ‘harvest reporting component’ variable from 
responses to the attitude statements. Results of an ANOVA model indicated significant 
differences in hunter types for responses to the nine attitudinal statements regarding the online 
windshield card system. The ANOVA analysis found significant differences in duck, geese, 
squirrel, and deer hunter types versus respondents who did not hunt those species and their 
responses to the ‘reporting ease’ component. Duck and non-duck hunters (F = 15.55, df = 1,225, 
p < .001, Eta = .112), and goose and non-goose hunter types were significantly different (F = 
8.926, df = 1,225, p <= .003, Eta = .085) in opposition of a multiple harvest reporting system, but 
the effect size was negligible. No other hunter types indicated significant differences in opinions 
of a multiple method harvest reporting system. Objective three helps IDNR wildlife managers 
identify specific issues with the online windshield card system, and which hunter types may be 
most affected by those issues. Simplifying a mixed method harvest reporting system involves 
substantial background information to make the best management decision when changing 
harvest regulations. Looking at variables contributing to the accuracy and preference of harvest 
reporting methods can help the IDNR better understand how to best service those needs, while 
still retaining the long-term statewide harvest data. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Hunter harvest data are important metrics integral to wildlife management. Gathering 
harvest data is imperative for establishing regulations and assessing hunter reporting 
effectiveness. White-tailed deer harvest data, for example, can be used to assess population 
levels, set bag limits, generate season dates, evaluate harvest success, and determine reporting 
rates across multiple systems (Kilpatrick et al. 2005). Although state managers can use harvest 
data and other information to improve wildlife management efforts, biologists must first obtain 
the data. Most state agencies gather harvest data by implementing mixed-methods systems. A 
study looking at all 50 states and 8 Canadian provinces determined that seven agencies did not 
require harvest reporting, 15 agencies used one method, 19 used two different methods, 14 used 
three different methods, and one used all four methods (LaBonte & Kilpatrick 2017). Goddard 
and Miller (2009) found that 70% of eastern and central states used check stations for white-
tailed deer, 44% used internet, 39% used telephone, and 13% used mail-in systems (Goddard & 
Miller 2009).  
Check stations constitute the longest-standing harvest reporting system nationwide, 
requiring hunters to register their harvest at a state approved registration site. These stations are 
often costly, labor intensive, and viewed as burdensome by hunters (Rosenberry et al. 2004). 
Automated systems such as telephone and online reporting may provide hunters an easy way to 
report their harvest, thereby potentially increasing harvest reporting rates, eliminating manual 
data entry by staff, and allowing for immediate access to data (LaBonte & Kilpatrick 2017). 
Harvest record cards have been found to reduce bias and increase response (Beaman et al. 2006), 
but ultimately require manpower to distribute cards and analyze data. Lastly, site-specific harvest 
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reporting systems provide a convenience to hunters by offering an “on site” harvest reporting 
method, but can also lead to hunter confusion due to the variability of systems used between 
geographically close sites.  
State managers must recognize the differences in data provided from sports men and 
women using different reporting methods. Although managers can still collect specific harvest 
data such as sex of animal, age, number of points (deer), or length of beard (turkey) with the 
electronic systems, they may lose access to biological samples such as Chronic Wasting Disease 
(CWD) testing. Check stations are most effective at collecting biological data, but ultimately are 
costly and time consuming. As the nationwide trend of harvest reporting continues to shift 
towards electronic systems, wildlife managers should consider other options for collecting 
supplemental data. Meat processors may provide a suitable alternative to check stations (Hansen 
et al. 2006). Hunters are also encouraged to send in biological data for further analysis. 
Depending on the specific state’s needs, appropriate data collection methods should coincide 
with wildlife management goals. 
 
PURPOSE 
The harvest reporting study utilized a mixed-mode approach to collect data involving (a) harvest 
reporting accuracy of the online windshield card system, (b) hunter preference of the four main 
harvest reporting systems used on public land in Illinois, and (c) hunter attitudes towards the 
online windshield system. These findings are expected to provide a more complete analysis of 
reporting accuracy and hunter preference regarding harvest reporting on public land in Illinois. 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources will be able to make an educated assessment of the 
current systems before implementing a statewide system for public land hunting. 
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OBJECTIVES 
Objective 1: Investigate accuracy of the online windshield card system used by hunters in the 
state of Illinois (Phase 1).  
- Hypothesis 1: Harvest reporting accuracy via the online windshield card will decrease as 
the time between the harvest and harvest reporting deadline increases. 
 
- Hypothesis 2: Harvest reporting accuracy via the online windshield card will decrease as 
the number of days afield for a specific target species increases.  
 
- Hypothesis 3:  Harvest reporting accuracy via the online windshield card will decrease as 
the total season harvest for a specific target species increases.  
 
Objective 2: Examine harvest reporting preference among hunters hunting on public lands in 
Illinois (Phase 2). 
 
- Hypothesis 1:  Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to experience with 
reporting method. 
 
- Hypothesis 2: Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to type of hunting. 
 
- Hypothesis 3: Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to age. 
 
- Hypothesis 4: Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to total years of 
hunting experience. 
 
Objective 3: Examine different windshield card user hunter types related to the level of 
agreement or disagreement with nine attitude statements regarding the online windshield card 
harvest reporting system (Phase 2). 
 
- Hypothesis 1: Hunter type will be related to nine attitude statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system. 
 
- Hypothesis 2: Hunter type will be related to perceived ease of reporting for the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system.  
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CHAPTER 2 
COMPREHENSIVE LITERATURE REVIEW 
HARVEST REPORTING 
Harvest reporting collection methods can yield different outcomes for state natural 
resources agencies. A nationwide survey by Rupp et al. (2000) found that 81% of states used 
white-tailed deer harvest data to estimate annual harvest, roughly 42% used the data to track deer 
population trends, and 70% used the data to establish regulations. Harvest reporting method 
should coincide with management goals and objectives of that agency. 
In addition to considering wildlife management purposes, the state agencies must 
recognize financial costs of harvest reporting systems. Most state agencies are financially 
constrained by what they can do to encourage compliance. It is unclear if survey design cost 
affects harvest reporting response rates (Lukacs et al. 2011). Manned check stations require on-
site paid staff, whereas systems like online and telephone reporting do not require hired staff. 
Advancements in technology, including Internet use, are becoming increasingly important in 
developing new reporting techniques. Alessi and Miller (2012) looked at Internet use by Illinois 
hunters over a 10-year span (2000-2001 to 2010-2011). In 2010-2011, 77% of hunters had 
computers in their residence, of whom 98% had internet access. More notably, the proportion of 
hunters who purchased their licenses online decreased significantly with increase in age (< 32 
years old = 21%, > 66 years old = 6%) (Alessi & Miller 2012). During the 2015-2016 hunting 
season, almost one quarter (24.7%) of Illinois hunting license holders purchased their licenses 
online (Williams et al. 2016). Electronic harvest reporting is providing real-time data, including 
current season harvest numbers, for the state agencies and the general population. As hunter 
generations grow older, the number of Internet users will likely continue to rise. 
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ACCURACY 
Accuracy of harvest data can be influenced by recall error, over-estimation, and episode 
enumeration (Miller & Williams 2016). Recall of hunting and fishing characteristics generally 
produces an overestimation, although the biases for hunting are much smaller (Chu et al. 1992). 
Additionally, recall error translates to other recreation fields that require participants to recall 
their recreational activity. For example, number of fish caught or number of days spent camping 
annually may encounter the same forms of recall error. Preseason harvest cards have been 
utilized in hopes to minimize error in harvest reporting. Miller and Anderson (2002) used the 
preseason contact of harvest record cards to determine how hunters recollected their reported 
harvest for that year. Sixty-seven percent of hunters that received a preseason record-card 
reported using the card to report harvest, whereas 18% kept their own records and 15% relied on 
memory. In the group of hunters that did not receive the record-cards, 53% kept their own 
records, whereas 47% reported harvest from memory. Pre-season reminders may be an effective 
tool to improve harvest reporting response rates. 
Pre-season harvest cards may be helpful, but in an unenforced setting, unreliable at this 
point. A 2016 study by Miller and Williams noted that waterfowl hunters who kept records did 
not report significant differences in harvest or days afield from hunters who did not keep harvest 
records (Miller & Williams 2016). A study by Miller, Stephenson, and Williams (2015) looked 
at the effect of pre-season record cards on reported days afield, harvest, and response rates 
among Illinois duck hunters (Miller et al. 2015). The study found that pre-season harvest record 
cards had no effect on days afield or response rates by Illinois duck hunters. Other methods 
should be examined that would yield increased response rates. 
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In addition to recall bias, harvest cards may help minimize noncompliance and contribute 
to an increase in response rates. Tarrant et al. (1993) concluded that non-respondents typically 
spend less days afield and have lower harvest. Hunters who spend many days afield or hunt 
species that allow for high harvest rates, such as waterfowl or doves, may find a record keeping 
system more advantageous than hunters harvesting only one animal a year, such as deer. A study 
by Beaman, Vaske, and Miller (2006), following up on a 2002 study by Miller and Anderson 
showed that providing preseason record cards reflected the total sample more closely because 
those who hunted fewer days and reported lower harvest had a higher response rate. Although 
greater responses from less committed hunters did not directly correspond to more accurate 
harvest data, the harvest cards resulted in a respondent profile that was more representative of the 
population. 
Managers must recognize the possibility for errors in harvest reporting, such as digit 
preference. Digit preference occurs when survey respondents report information by rounding 
responses to numbers ending in zero or five, resulting in peaks in the data (Hultsman et al. 1989). 
For example, season harvest of 9, 10, or 11 ducks during a hunting season should have roughly 
the same probability of happening, yet harvests of 10 are reported much more often.  Response 
peaks generate potentially inaccurate distributions of the harvest data (Vaske et al. 1996). Survey 
responses with high amounts of error jeopardize the value of harvest estimates for management 
purposes (Vaske & Beaman 2006). Different harvest reporting systems create the potential for 
different types of reporting error, and state wildlife agency managers need to take into 
consideration the different types of reporting error when determining which data collection 
systems best align with their management goals.  
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IDNR MANAGEMENT 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) managed 215 public hunting sites 
within the five administrative regions throughout Illinois during the 2015 – 2016 hunting season 
and collected harvest data on 201 of these public sites, with the additional 14 allowing hunting 
but not having facilities or resources to allow on-site data collection (Potts et al. 2016). The 
IDNR uses multiple data collection systems to collect harvest information from public land 
hunters in Illinois. Currently, harvest reporting methods employed on Illinois public land 
include: manned check stations, telephone check-in, online check-in, an online windshield card 
system, and site-specific harvest reporting (i.e. clipboard harvest checks or drop boxes for self-
administered harvest cards). The IDNR uses their “high quality long term” harvest data base to 
provide valuable information for “wildlife management purposes” (Potts et al. 2016). It is 
unclear how the IDNR uses specific public land harvest data to improve wildlife management 
efforts. Clear management goals should inform state managers on needs for types of data 
collection to provide management and reach those goals.  
Harvest reporting systems are subjectively chosen by the site managers for each specific 
site. Although the geographic location, type of species (i.e. deer vs. waterfowl), type of public 
area (i.e. State Park vs. State Fish and Wildlife Area), and the type of weapon (i.e. rifle vs. 
archery) may contribute to which system is selected, the final decision is at the discretion of each 
site manager. There is one statewide mandatory harvest reporting system for deer and turkey on 
all public hunting sites. All hunters must report a deer or turkey harvested through ILCHECK, an 
electronic system allowing for either telephone or online reporting (Potts et al. 2016). Site 
supervisors relay harvest reporting requirements on location, but also via online “Hunter Fact 
Sheets” to hunters. Hunter fact sheets (HFS) are posted on the IDNR website and typically 
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include site rules and regulations, season dates, harvest reporting requirements, general 
information about the site, a site map, and site manager contact information. Site supervisors 
have freedom to create the HFS with minimal baseline criteria, resulting in differences in the 
way HFS are displayed. The differences in HFS may create an additional barrier to 
understanding and properly using harvest reporting requirements specific to each site.  
The newest harvest reporting system introduced to Illinois public lands is the online 
windshield card system. A windshield card is a paper harvest card that hunters print from the 
online site, record their daily hunting activity, and submit to the appropriate section of IDNR 
website a standard deadline after the close of all seasons. The windshield card system is being 
considered as the single statewide system to be used for public access lands in Illinois. Although 
a version of the harvest card was introduced to Illinois public land hunters in the 1990s, the 
current online windshield harvest card system was initiated in April of 2010 (Potts & Wieda-
Stark 2013).  The online windshield card was initially introduced only in Region 3 public 
hunting areas on a trial basis while developing the program. The windshield card system requires 
hunters to go online and print out a card to place in their windshield for the specific site they 
intend to hunt. Each hunter must obtain their own card, and every hunting trip for each site 
hunted must be reported online by the end of the season (February 15th), including hunts 
resulting in zero harvest. Additionally, hunters are required to report online even if they did not 
hunt at the site for which they obtained a windshield card (Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources 2012). Those who fail to report for sites where they obtained windshield cards for by 
the February 15th deadline will not be eligible to hunt that site the following season.  
A regional examination of the hunter fact sheets shows trends for harvest reporting 
methods being used with each of the five administrative regions (IDNR, 2016). For example, 
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during the 2015-16 hunting season, 94% of public sites in IDNR Administrative Region 3 
required online windshield cards, whereas 39% of sites in Region 2 required them. Additionally, 
78% of sites in Region 4 required special site permits, whereas 53% of sites in Region 3 required 
special site permits. Hunters who hunt multiple public access sites or live near the borders of 
these regions could notice differences in harvest reporting requirements. There are sites that may 
have different harvest reporting requirements located within the same counties. Hunters are not 
always clear as to which reporting method is required at the site they are hunting. Additionally, 
hunters may find it burdensome to adhere to multiple reporting methods, especially if they are 
hunting the same species at different locations. According to the 2015-16 Illinois Hunter Harvest 
Report, only 29% of hunters accessed public hunting land during the 2015-16 season (Williams 
et al. 2016).  
There has been no prior research investigating hunter harvest reporting preference for 
specific harvest reporting systems. Once hunters learn how to use a reporting system, they may 
be more likely to prefer that system over others. If a hunter is required to use a harvest reporting 
system that they prefer, they may be more likely to comply with the regulations involving that 
system. According to the 2014-15 Illinois Hunter Harvest Report, over 66% of hunters had 
experience using telephone check-in reporting, while 48% had used check stations, 28% using 
online check-in, and 8% using the online windshield card respectively (Williams et al. 2015). A 
majority of hunters (52%) also preferred using the telephone check-in system over any other 
harvest reporting system. There is correlation between experience using a system and the 
preference for that system. During the 2015-16 hunting season, 30% of Illinois public land 
hunters indicated using the ILCHECK online/phone reporting system for deer and turkey, 28% 
used the online windshield card system, 27% used check stations, and 22% used drop box 
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harvest reporting. Illinois hunters may be more likely to favor the online and telephone reporting 
systems because they are most familiar with them. 
Illinois state wildlife managers have concerns with the mixed methods harvest reporting 
system, and would like them investigated before implementing a single statewide system. A 
primary concern regarding public land reporting systems is the potential for lost data. Past public 
lands harvest reports are missing harvest data for certain species at some sites. For example, 
Clinton Lake State Recreation Area reported 850 ducks harvested during 2011-2012, 0 ducks 
harvested during the 2012-2013 season, and over 600 ducks harvested during 2013-2014 (Potts 
& Wieda-Stark 2013). The missing duck harvest data during the 2012-2013 hunting season does 
not correctly reflect duck harvest at Clinton Lake during that season. This missing data could be 
attributed to the transfer of data between hunters, site supervisors, and other IDNR wildlife 
managers. Missing harvest data from public hunting sites restricts state wildlife managers and 
site managers from properly managing wildlife at those sites. 
Additional issues stemming from the mixed methods system are hunter confusion and 
frustration, specifically with the newly introduced windshield card system. The online 
windshield card system faced much adversity in its first few years of implementation, including 
numerous questions about the use and purpose of the system. Hunters have been unsure which 
sites require windshield cards and to what species they apply. Additionally, hunters have raised 
questions about obtaining windshield cards, the purpose of the card, how to display the card, and 
who the card covers. Hunters have even indicated having difficulties with the online system, 
specifically it not accepting their harvest report submissions. Some issues may be due to newness 
of the system, technical errors with the online server, and lack of information provided during 
the harvest reporting system implementation.  
11 
 
Hunters may face a learning curve when it comes to learning how to use a new harvest 
reporting system. Hunter confusion with using a reporting system may be connected to the 
improper use of that reporting method. Failure to report harvest data (noncompliance) can 
negatively affect conservation efforts. Lower response rates may limit the management agencies 
conduct when deciding harvest quotas, season dates, and other harvest reporting policies. 
Goddard and Miller (2009) found that 77% of eastern states reported having penalties for 
noncompliance of harvest reporting for white-tailed deer. The majority of managers (48%) felt 
that noncompliance was less than 20%, whereas one-third of managers thought noncompliance 
was greater than 50%. Goddard and Miller determined that noncompliance can lead to inaccurate 
and unreliable harvest estimates. 
The IDNR’s lack of communication with sportsmen while introducing the online 
windshield card system to the public in 2010 may explain some initial hunter confusion and 
frustration. IDNR’s windshield card system has been criticized for high proportion of hunters 
failing to submit their harvest data by the deadline. Illinois hunters failing to report by the 
deadline not only skew harvest data, but can result in a decrease in hunter numbers on public 
hunting sites for the following season. Over 37% of upland game hunters and 28% of waterfowl 
hunters failed to report their harvest to the online windshield system in the first year of system 
application (J. Marshall, personal communication, August 14, 2017). Noncompliance results in 
hunters being excluded from obtaining a permit to hunt that specific public site the following 
season. Since the penalty for failing to report by the February 15th deadline is lack of hunting 
privileges at that site the following season, there are direct consequences in terms of hunter 
participation. Illinois state managers are working to address hunter retention, as resident hunting 
license purchases have declined more than 16% over the past 20 years (Williams et al. 2016). An 
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additional loss of license sales from banned public land hunters may increase the decline in 
license sales. 
During the first seven years of the online windshield card system, mean noncompliance 
rate is 34% for upland game hunters and 30% for waterfowl hunters (J. Marshall, personal 
communication, August 14, 2017). Some appeals are granted, but typically only for hunters who 
did not hunt a site at all as opposed to those who hunted a site and failed to report. Additional 
appeals have been granted for hunters who obtained multiple permits for the same site and did 
not realize they had multiple cards. Hunters that faced technical issues with the windshield card 
server were also granted appeals if they could provide proof of effort to submit harvest (C. 
Miller, personal communication, April 1, 2016). IDNR state managers intend to use one card for 
all upland game species and one card for all waterfowl species for each public access site. These 
two specific cards would include any special lottery permits, so a hunter’s appeal that they forgot 
or misplaced pertaining to a particular species card will not be a valid reasoning for missing the 
reporting deadline (J. Marshall, personal communication, August 9, 2017). 
The last concern that state managers are interested in investigating is the accuracy of the 
newly introduced online windshield card system. Recall bias is lower over shorter periods of 
time and less frequent trips (Chu et al. 1992). The Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
requires hunters using the online windshield card system to report online by February 15th. 
Seasons for certain species, such as mourning dove and early Canada goose begin on September 
first of every year, creating over a five month gap between hunting trips and the February 15th 
harvest reporting date. Although hunters are able to update their windshield card harvest online 
any time they want, those who choose to wait until the deadline must recall their harvest and may 
face recall bias. The online windshield card reporting system was put into place to help hunters 
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keep records of their hunts for easier recall in February. As preliminary data show, a majority of 
hunters wait until the end of season to update their windshield cards. Additionally, the failure to 
report for a site at all (noncompliance) has been extremely high. Within the first couple years of 
the inception of the windshield card system, many hunters are finding themselves losing 
privileges to hunt their favorite sites because they failed to follow reporting procedures. 
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CHAPTER 3 
ONLINE WINDSHIELD CARD ACCURACY 
INTRODUCTION 
Accurate harvest data are imperative for establishing regulations and assessing hunter 
reporting effectiveness. Population estimates are used to set bag limits and determine season 
lengths. Accuracy of harvest data can be influenced by recall error, over-estimation, and episode 
enumeration (Miller & Williams 2016). Recall of hunting and fishing characteristics generally 
produces an overestimation, although the biases for hunting are much smaller (Chu et al. 1992).  
Preseason harvest cards have been utilized in hopes to minimize error in harvest 
reporting. Miller and Anderson (2002) used the preseason contact of harvest record cards to 
determine how hunters recollected their reported harvest for that year. Sixty-seven percent of 
hunters who received a preseason record-card reported using the card to report harvest, whereas 
18% kept their own records and 15% relied on memory. In the group of hunters that did not 
receive the record-cards, 53% kept their own records, whereas 47% reported harvest from 
memory. Pre-season reminders may be an effective tool to improve harvest reporting response 
rates, if used correctly. 
Pre-season harvest cards may be helpful, but in an unenforced setting these data may be 
unreliable. A 2016 study by Miller and Williams noted that waterfowl hunters who kept records 
did not report significant differences in harvest or days afield from hunters who did not keep 
harvest records (Miller & Williams 2016). A 2015 study by Miller, Stephenson, and Williams 
looked at the effect of pre-season record cards on reported days afield, harvest, and response 
rates among Illinois duck hunters (Miller et al. 2015). The study found that pre-season harvest 
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record cards had no effect on total harvest, days afield, or response rates by Illinois duck hunters. 
Other methods should be examined that would yield increased response rates.  
In addition to reducing reporting error, harvest cards may help minimize noncompliance 
and contribute to an increase in response rates. Tarrant et al. (1993) concluded that non-
respondents typically spend less days afield and have lower harvest (Tarrant et al. 1993). Hunters 
who spend many days afield or hunt species that allow for high harvest rates, such as waterfowl 
or doves, may find a record keeping system more advantageous than hunters harvesting only one 
animal a year, such as deer. A study by Beaman, Vaske, and Miller (2006), following up on a 
2002 study by Miller and Anderson (2002) showed that providing record-cards reflected the total 
sample more closely because those who hunted fewer days and reported lower harvest had a 
higher response rate. Although greater responses from less committed hunters did not directly 
correspond to more accurate harvest data, the harvest cards resulted in a respondent profile that 
was more representative of the population. 
Lastly, state managers must recognize the possibility for inaccuracies in reporting 
harvest, such as digit preference. Digit preference occurs when survey respondents report 
information by rounding responses to numbers ending in zero or five, resulting in peaks in the 
data (Hultsman et al. 1989). For example, season harvest of 9, 10, or 11 ducks during a hunting 
season should have roughly the same probability of occurrence, yet harvests of 10 are reported 
with greater frequency.  These response peaks generate potentially inaccurate distributions of the 
harvest data (Vaske et al. 1996). Survey responses with greater error jeopardizes the value of 
harvest estimates for management purposes (Vaske & Beaman 2006). Different harvest reporting 
methods create potential for different types of reporting error. State managers need to take into 
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consideration the different types of reporting error when determining which data collection 
method best aligns with their management goals. 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources introduced the online windshield card 
system to the public in 2010. A windshield card is a paper harvest card that hunters print from 
the online windshield system website, record their daily hunting activity, and submit to the 
appropriate section of IDNR website by a deadline after the close of all seasons. The windshield 
card system is being considered as the single statewide system to be used for public access lands 
in Illinois. Although a version of the harvest card was introduced to Illinois public land hunters 
in the 1990s, the current online version of the windshield harvest card system was initiated in 
April of 2010 (Potts & Wieda-Stark 2013).  The online windshield card was initially introduced 
in only Region 3 public hunting areas on a trial basis while developing the program. The 
windshield card system requires hunters to go online and print out a card to place in their vehicle 
windshield for the site they intend to hunt. There are two types of windshield cards a hunter may 
obtain, a waterfowl windshield card or an upland game windshield card. Individual species are 
included in one of these two types of cards. Each hunter must obtain their own card, and every 
hunting trip for each site hunted must be reported online by the end of the season (February 15th), 
including hunts resulting in zero harvest. Additionally, hunters are required to report online even 
if they did not hunt at the site at which they obtained a windshield card (Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources 2012). Those who fail to report for sites that they obtained windshield cards 
for by the February 15th deadline will not be eligible to hunt that site the following season. 
The online windshield card system has been criticized for high numbers of hunters failing 
to submit their harvest data by the deadline. Illinois hunters failing to report by the reporting 
deadline not only skew harvest data, but can result in a decrease in hunter numbers on public 
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hunting sites for the following season. Over 37% of upland game hunters and 28% of waterfowl 
hunters failed to report their harvest to the online windshield system in the first year of system 
application (J. Marshall, personal communication, August 14, 2017). Noncompliance results in 
hunters being excluded from obtaining a permit to hunt that specific public site the following 
season. Since the penalty for failing to report by the February 15th deadline is lack of hunting 
privileges at that site the following season, there are direct hunter participation consequences. 
Illinois state managers are already facing a decline in hunter numbers, as resident hunting license 
purchasers has declined over 16% in the past 20 years (Williams et al. 2016). An additional loss 
of license sales from disqualified public land hunters may contribute to an increase in hunter 
decline numbers in Illinois. 
In the first seven years of the online windshield card system, mean noncompliance rate is 
34% for upland game hunters and 30% for waterfowl hunters (J. Marshall, personal 
communication, August 14, 2017). Some appeals are granted, but typically only for hunters who 
did not hunt a site at all as opposed to those who hunted a site and failed to report. Additional 
appeals have been granted for hunters who obtained multiple permits for the same site and did 
not realize they had multiple cards. The IDNR intends to only require one single card for all 
upland game species and one single card for all waterfowl species at each public hunting site. 
This would limit the number of cards that hunters are required to have at a site. The two 
windshield cards would also include special lottery permits, so a hunter’s appeal that they forgot 
or misplaced an individual card will not be a valid reason for missing the reporting deadline (J. 
Marshall, personal communication, August 9, 2017). 
Recall bias is lower over shorter periods of time and less frequent trips (Chu et al. 1992). 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources requires hunters using the online windshield card 
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system to report online by February 15th. Some seasons such as dove and early goose begin on 
September 1st of every year, creating over a five-month gap between hunting trips and the 
February 15th harvest reporting date. The accuracy of recall using the online windshield card 
harvest reporting system may be an area of concern. Although hunters can update their 
windshield card harvest online at any time during the season, those who choose to wait until the 
deadline must attempt to recall their harvest and may face recall bias. As preliminary data show, 
most hunters wait until the end of season to update their windshield cards (Craig A. Miller, 
unpublished). The online windshield card reporting system is intended to help hunters keep 
records of their hunts for easier recall in February. Some hunters kept their own harvest records 
to help with recall, but the majority of hunters did not (Craig A. Miller, unpublished). Moreover, 
failure to report for a site at all (noncompliance) has been high. Hunters found themselves losing 
privileges to hunt their regular public hunting sites because they failed to follow the reporting 
procedures. It is important to determine whether hunters are successfully and accurately using 
the online windshield card system. Additionally, identifying noncompliant hunter typologies may 
reveal areas for state managers to improve the system. 
 
Research Objective: Investigate accuracy of the online windshield card system used by hunters 
in the state of Illinois. 
- Hypothesis 1: Harvest reporting accuracy via the online windshield card will decrease as 
the time between the harvest and harvest reporting deadline increases. 
 
- Hypothesis 2: Harvest reporting accuracy via the online windshield card will decrease as 
the number of days afield for a specific target species increases.  
 
- Hypothesis 3:  Harvest reporting accuracy via the online windshield card will decrease as 
the total season harvest for a specific target species increases.  
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METHODS 
I used an intercept survey to record daily harvests, investigate hunters’ attitudes toward 
the hunt, and request general hunter information. Harvest accuracy was determined by hunters’ 
abilities to accurately report their daily harvest to the online windshield card system. The harvest 
reported during the intercept survey was considered the “true” harvest, since this was the closest 
measure to true accuracy aside from watching hunters in the field or doing vehicle checks once 
sportsmen leave the field. Wright (1978) noted that some hunters may even assign harvest to 
children or divide the total harvest amongst all the hunters in the group when reporting in the 
field. This alone would affect the specific accuracy of individual hunter harvest. As the purpose 
of this study was to compare the accuracy of hunters’ end-of-the-season recall to what they 
would have reported the day of harvest, the intercept survey was considered to be the “true” 
harvest and the harvest reported online at the end of the season was considered the recalled 
harvest. 
 
Survey Site  
The intercept method involved surveying hunters during the 2016-17 hunting seasons as 
they left the field after hunting at public access sites. Hunters were surveyed at three different 
types of sites (Appendix B): a site that required the online windshield card system, a site that 
used the windshield card system for some species but not others, and a site that did not use the 
online windshield card system at all. Clinton Lake State Recreation Area was the chosen site 
surveyed that requires the windshield card system. Sangchris Lake State Park was the chosen site 
that uses the online windshield card system for some species, but not others. Lastly, Mazonia-
Braidwood State Fish and Wildlife Area was the chosen site that does not use the online 
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windshield card system. The intercept point for these interactions was located in parking lots and 
at site entrances. Efforts were made to survey as many hunters as possible. People hunting in 
groups each received a survey questionnaire to fill out individually. Any hunters who were 
surveyed multiple days were asked to complete only the daily harvest portion of the survey, but 
not the additional site-intercept survey questions after the initial contact.  
 
Survey Implementation 
Trained field technicians and the supervising master’s student administered the survey 
(Appendix A) to hunters. Hunters filled out the surveys and reported the number of species they 
harvested that day. If they harvested zero of their intended target species, they indicated their 
harvest for that day by putting a zero on the survey next to that species. All technicians were 
required to attend a training to teach correct protocol for conducting intercept surveys. The 
supervising master’s student completed CITI trainings in regards to intercept surveying to 
properly lead the intercept survey field work.  
 A schedule of active hunting days and locations was created for each site with assistance 
from the IDNR site supervisors for each site. Days, such as those with assigned waterfowl blinds, 
weekends, and optimal waterfowl migration periods were targeted to enhance sampling 
efficiency. Field technicians were positioned at parking lots where hunters parked and awaited 
their return from the fields. At the discretion of the supervising graduate student, technicians 
were moved accordingly to other active parking lots in order to maximize data collection. The 
supervising graduate student also collected hunter intercept data. Following the close of all 
hunting seasons, responses from the intercept survey were entered and analyzed using SPSS v24 
software and Microsoft Excel. 
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Measurement 
 The intercept surveys were paper questionnaires attached to clipboards with writing 
utensils and handed to hunters to complete. Hunters were asked to report their daily harvest for 
that day, answer questions regarding frequency of public site use, other hunting options, ratings 
of that day’s weather and hunting conditions, and satisfaction with the overall hunting 
experience. The customer identification number allowed us to identify entire season harvest 
reporting records in the online windshield card system following the hunting season. The survey 
administers supervised the survey process and answer any additional questions from the hunters. 
 
Analysis 1 
Harvest data from surveyed hunters using the online windshield card system via the site-
intercept survey was compared to harvest data reported February 15th on their mandatory harvest 
report. Harvest reporting records were compared using the customer identification number that is 
assigned to each hunter. We compared responses from the intercept survey to harvests reported 
through the windshield card system. Harvest data from the site-intercept survey was increased 
with an additional supplement of dove harvest data from Clinton Lake State Recreation Area. 
We looked at the percent of hunters that failed to report by the February 15th deadline 
(noncompliance percent) with the online windshield card system. Hunter compliance from the 
intercept survey was compared to the annual statewide compliance rates. 
 
Dependent Variable 
Harvest reporting accuracy was a dichotomous variable, where respondents “yes” 
reported accurately or “no” did not report accurately to the online windshield card system. To 
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determine reporting accuracy, we investigated whether the hunter correctly recalled the date and 
number of harvested game that they reported to us during the site-intercept surveys. A hunter 
must have correctly report the date and number of species harvested to the online windshield 
card system as they reported the date they were site-intercept surveyed to be considered 
accurately reported. Since recall accuracy requires a hunt survey date and end-of-season 
reporting date, we could only investigate accuracy for the days we site-intercept surveyed.  
 
Independent Variables 
Independent variables included the number of days between the site-intercept survey hunt 
and the February 15th deadline (Table 1), the number of reported days spent hunting the site-
intercept survey target species during the 2016-17 hunting season (Table 2), and the total harvest 
of the site-intercept survey target species during the 2016-17 hunting season (Table 3). The 
predictor variables only pertain to hunters using the online windshield card system. Data for 
independent variables B and C are derived directly from the data set provided through online 
windshield card system. The continuous independent variables were transformed into categorical 
data, for the purpose of the Pearson’s Chi-Square analysis. Categories were determined for each 
predictor based on the distribution of each individual sample and appropriate category measures.  
 
Table 1. Independent Variable A – The number of days between the site-intercept survey hunt 
and the February 15th deadline. 
Time Gap ≤ 100 Days 101 – 150 Days ≥ 151 Days Total Respondents 
# Of Respondents 9 22 40 71 
 
Table 2. Independent Variable B – The number of reported days spent hunting the site-intercept 
survey target species during the 2016-17 hunting season. 
Days Afield 1-5 days 6-10 days ≥ 11 days Total Respondents 
# Of Respondents 61 6 4 71 
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Table 3. Independent Variable C – The total harvest of the site-intercept survey target species 
during the 2016-17 hunting season. 
Total Harvest 0 1-5 6-10 11-15 ≥ 15 Total Respondents 
# Of Respondents 16 28 13 9 7 71 
 
Analysis 2 
A Pearson’s Chi-Square test with Cramers-V for effect size was ran to investigate 
potential differences within each independent variable. The independent variables were 
transformed into categorical variables for purpose of the Pearson’s Chi-Square test. Our analysis 
looked for any differences in reporting accuracy as the time between harvest and the reporting 
deadline increases, total days spent hunting for a specific harvest species increases, and as the 
total season harvest increases. This determination of analysis was made due to the sample size of 
the study. 
RESULTS 
Descriptive Findings 
We surveyed 14 total hunting days, resulting in 299 completed hunter surveys (Table 4). 
Six days were spent at Clinton Lake resulting in 63 surveys, four days at Sangchris Lake 
producing 85 surveys, and four days at Mazonia-Braidwood contributing to 151 surveys (Table 
5). Waterfowl was the indicated target species for 97.6% of hunters, while 2.4% indicated 
hunting deer.  
The majority of respondents were residents of Illinois (95%). When asked if that was 
respondents first time hunting that specific public hunting site before, over 91% indicated having 
hunted that site before. Among those who had hunted that site before, almost all (90.3%) of 
respondents hunt those sites more than once per month. Over half of the hunters (52.6%) 
indicated harvesting less on that day surveyed than on a typical day hunting at the same site. 
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Over 80% of hunters indicated hunting between 1-3 public hunting sites per year in a typical 
hunting season (n=242, χ = 2.65, σ = 2.035). Approximately 61% of respondents indicated 
having access to hunt private land. Lastly when asked how the public hunting site permit process 
affects their desire to hunt public land, over 65% indicated that it had no effect on their desire. 
Meanwhile, 16.5% indicated that it made them want to public land more, while 16.4% indicated 
it made them want to hunt public land less often. 
 
Site-Intercept Survey Compliance 
 The site-intercept survey investigated 299 hunter encounters, of which 66 hunters 
indicated using the online windshield card system. An additional sample of 72 Clinton Lake 
dove hunters’ harvest data was supplemented to the initial sample of harvest data. The 138 
hunter encounters were used to investigate the overall compliance and reporting accuracy of 
hunters using the online windshield card system (Table 6). The customer IDs were translated 
from the intercept surveys, resulting in 104 usable customer IDs of hunters using the online 
windshield card system. The customer IDs of the 104 hunters were sent to the Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources to have their season harvest data retrieved from their online 
windshield card data base. Only 71 hunters were found in the initial search of the windshield 
card data base, resulting in just over two-thirds hunter compliance (68.3%). The 71 hunters that 
successfully reported to the online windshield card system before the February 15th deadline 
were then further investigated to see if they accurately recorded the date and harvest of the day 
afield that the site-intercept survey occurred. Twenty-five hunters failed to report hunting the 
date that they were surveyed in the field, dropping the overall hunter compliance to 44.2% of 
windshield reporting compliance. Of the 46 remaining hunters in the data set that accurately 
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reported hunting the date of the site-intercept survey, 10 hunters failed to accurately recall their 
harvest for that day. Seven hunters over reported and three hunters under reported, resulting in a 
+5 margin of reporting error. Thirty-six hunters successfully and accurately reported to the 
online windshield system, resulting in an overall compliance of 34.6%. 
 
Illinois Statewide Annual Compliance/Noncompliance – Online Windshield Card 
 The online windshield card harvest reporting system is broken down into two specific 
categories of cards, waterfowl and upland game windshield cards. Since the inception of the 
online windshield card system during the 2010-11 hunting season, the mean annual compliance 
percentages for the waterfowl windshield cards is 70%, while upland game windshield cards are 
just slightly lower at 66.2% (Table 7). Upland game windshield cards compliance is up 6.9% 
from the 2010-11 hunting season to this past 2016-17 hunting season. Waterfowl windshield 
cards compliance is down 2.6% from the initial 2010-11 hunting season to the past 2016-17 
hunting season. Trends have been fairly consistent, with an unexplained spike in noncompliance 
during the 2012-13 hunting season, resulting in upland game windshield card compliance of 57% 
and waterfowl windshield card compliance of 56% respectfully. 
 
Harvest Reporting Accuracy 
 The Pearson’s Chi-Square analysis indicated significant differences in two of the three 
predictor variables (Table 8). The number of days between the site-intercept survey hunt and the 
February 15th deadline showed a significant different in groups with a medium effect, or typical 
relationship as suggested by Cohen (1988) (X² = 8.244, df = 2, p = .016, φc = .341). Hunters were 
more likely to report days accurately that occurred earlier in the season than hunting days that 
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occurred closer to the February 15th harvest reporting deadline. Hypothesis one was rejected. 
There was not a significant difference between the number of reported days spent hunting a 
target species during the 2016-17 hunting season and harvest reporting accuracy (X² = .669, df = 
2, p = .716, φc = .097). Hypothesis two was rejected. Lastly, there was a significant difference 
between the total harvest of a target species during the 2016-17 hunting season and harvest 
reporting accuracy with a typical relationship effect size (X² = 16.844, df = 4, p = .002, φc = .487). 
Hunters that reported harvesting zero target species were least likely to report that to the online 
windshield card system. Hunters that harvested six to ten of their target species were most likely 
to report accurately to the online windshield card system. Hunters were not less likely to report 
accurately if they had a greater season harvest than hunters that did not have a large total harvest, 
resulting in the rejection of hypothesis three. 
 
DISCUSSION 
The findings from the site-intercept survey and end-of-season harvest comparison give 
insight into the initial success of the online windshield card harvest reporting system. The 
statewide annual compliance percentages using the online windshield card system were between 
65% and 70% for upland game and waterfowl windshield card respondents. The compliance 
percentages calculated only incorporated respondents that were found in the windshield card 
system at least once. The compliance percentages do not take into account hunters that report 
some, but not all, of their days in the field. The calculation also fails to account for inaccurate 
harvest data that hunters reported to the online system. 
The overall compliance of the online windshield card users from our sample was very 
similar (68.3%) to that of the statewide compliance percentages (Table 6). Once we removed 
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hunters that failed to report the days afield that we knew they were out hunting during site-
intercept survey encounters, the online windshield card system compliance percentage dropped 
significantly (over 24%). Lastly, we removed hunters that failed to accurately report their harvest 
at the end of the season, resulting in another decrease in compliance percentage of about ten 
percent. The final compliance percentage of hunters using the windshield card from the sample 
that correctly and accurately recorded the date and harvest from the site-intercept survey hunts 
was just over thirty-four percent. Seventy percent of hunters that inaccurately recalled harvest 
had over-reported, while 30% of hunters under-reported (n=10). Although we are limited by the 
sample size, we would still expect the statewide annual compliance percentages of the 
windshield card system to decrease when factoring in unreported days and inaccurate recall of 
harvest. 
The Pearson’s chi-square analysis looked for individual differences in the three predictor 
variables and their harvest reporting accuracy (Table 8). There was a significant difference for 
the time gap between harvest and the harvest reporting deadline, but further analysis showed that 
hunters were most accurate in the longest time gap (≥ 151 days). The majority of hunters in this 
group were dove hunters at Clinton Lake State Recreation Area from the opening five days 
(September 1-5) of the Illinois dove season. This finding contradicts prior research indicating 
that harvest accuracy decreases as recall time increases (Chu et al. 1992), resulting in the 
rejection of Hypothesis 1. Hunters may have used the opening five days of dove season as a 
prompt to help recall harvest. Season indicators such as season opening dates, holidays, vacation 
days, etc. may help hunters recall their harvest. For example, hunters may be more likely to 
remember their harvest on the opening day of the season rather than a random weekday in the 
middle of the hunting season that holds no personal significance. 
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Hypothesis 2 was rejected, as there was no significant difference in the number of days 
spent hunting a target species and reporting accuracy. In the sample, only four hunters had spent 
more than 11 days in the field hunting their target species. Over 85% of hunters spent five or less 
days in the field after their target species during the 2016-2017 hunting season. The calculation 
for days afield only considered data using the online windshield card system, failing to capture 
days hunted at sites that do not require use of the windshield card system, or private land. 
Additionally, hunters may only be reporting days afield that they harvested game, as they may 
not see the point in reporting days of zero harvest. Although this distinction would not affect 
overall harvest totals, the lack of reporting all hunt days fails to accurately represent hunter 
effort. 
Hypothesis 3 was rejected by the findings: Harvest reporting accuracy decreases as the 
season harvest for a target species increases. The results show that hunters that had moderate 
harvest (6-10 species) were the most accurate when reporting harvest at the end-of-season 
harvest report. Hunters were not less likely to report accurately if they had greater season 
harvest. Hunters that had harvested zero species during a season had the lowest reporting 
accuracy (18.8%). Additionally, when we investigated the 25 hunters that failed to recall the 
hunting date of the site-intercept survey, we found that 24 of those 25 hunters had indicated 
harvesting zero game on the day they were surveyed. These findings indicate that hunters may 
not feel the need to report days of zero harvest. Since the online windshield card system only 
requires that hunters report once to satisfy the mandatory reporting requirement, they may not 
feel inclined to report hunt days of zero harvest. Lastly, total season harvest may not be truly 
reflected by data solely from the online windshield card system, as hunters may have hunted 
additional sites that did not require the online windshield card system, or private land. 
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Management Implications 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources is interested in implementing a statewide 
harvest reporting system for hunting on public land in Illinois. Currently, the online windshield 
card system is being considered as the system to be implemented. The study provides 
management insights into the compliance and accuracy of the online windshield card system 
used on public hunting sites in Illinois. State wildlife managers should take serious consideration 
of the intended purposes and potential management implications for public land harvest data. 
Different harvest reporting methods result in different types of harvest data. If the most accurate 
harvest data is necessary for site-specific management plans, then the most accurate and greatest 
hunter compliance should be an essential function of the chosen reporting method. All harvest 
methods carry some amount of error, and correction factors are used to increase the accuracy of 
annual harvest estimates. The IDNR must decide how much hunter compliance paired with a 
correction factor is required to satisfy the desired harvest estimates used for management. 
The compliance and accuracy of the online windshield card system still seem to be very 
poor considering the system has been used by public land hunters in Illinois for seven years. 
Compliance percentages are only at roughly 70% for hunters using the windshield card system. 
Considering that the penalty for failing to report online before the February 15th deadline is loss 
of hunting privileges for that site the following season, over 30% of hunters are losing the right 
to hunt on at least one public access site every season. From a hunter recruitment and retention 
standpoint, the system seems counterproductive. Additionally, hunters may not be providing a 
complete or accurate representation of their season hunting data. If hunters fail to report all hunt 
days or inaccurately recall their harvest, the windshield card reporting system does not work 
correctly. The 65-70% hunter compliance is likely lower, according to the data. Hunting effort 
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and public land use are not truly reflected, resulting in limited management potential. Additional 
research should be conducted on noncompliant hunter typologies, such as those with lower 
harvest, less commitment, and less experience, to classify hunters that are not correctly using the 
windshield system. 
The study also revealed an overestimation of harvest when hunters used the windshield 
system. Providing inaccurate harvest data contributes to skewed population estimates and 
inconsistent wildlife management efforts (Vaske & Beaman 2006). Although it was not 
investigated in this study, recall error should be considered in harvest recall estimates. For 
example, if someone harvested 5 ducks, the overestimation of reporting 6 ducks versus reporting 
15 ducks results in different amounts of inaccuracy. The difference in recall bias is important for 
calculating correction factors that generate accurate harvest estimates with smaller margins of 
error. The sample size (n=71) limited the potential for running logistic regression to study the 
amount of recall accuracy. Additionally, 25 of the 35 hunters that did not report accurately were 
classified as so because they did not report any harvest data for the site-intercept survey 
encounter. In a logistic regression model, these 25 hunters would appear as “missing data”. This 
would drop the sample size for running multivariate analysis on recall accuracy to 46 hunters, 
with only 10 hunters inaccurately reporting. Hosemer, Lemeshow, & Sturdivant (2013) suggest a 
minimum of 10 observations per predictor variable. Leblanc and Fitzgerald (2000) suggest an 
even stricter 30 observations per predictor variable. Based on these suggestions, the sample size 
should be somewhere between 30 and 90 participants, based on our three independent variables. 
Our sample size of 46 hunters was not appropriate for logistic regression analysis. We encourage 
future research to investigate the amount of recall error of hunters using the windshield card 
system. 
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Analysis 2 attempted to investigate predictors that may contribute to harvest reporting 
accuracy of windshield card users. In the chi-square analysis, there was a significant difference 
in the time gap between hunters harvest and the reporting deadline, and whether they reported 
correctly. Upon further investigation, hunters were more likely to report accurately the longer the 
time gap was, countering past research (Chu et al. 1992). Hunters may be using indicators, such 
as season openers, to help recall harvest. There was also a significant difference between total 
season harvest for a target species and reporting accuracy. Again, the sample data goes against 
conventional thought that hunters may have a harder time recalling data from a season with 
many high harvest days. The effect sizes were minimal, preventing us from drawing broad 
inferences about the results. Due to the small size of the sample, the independent variables 
should not be discounted as potential predictors to harvest reporting accuracy. Rather, the results 
should be used as a pilot study to direct further research investigating variables that may 
contribute to recall accuracy. 
Lastly, we recognize that the days afield and season harvest for a target species via the 
online windshield card system might not truly reflect a hunter’s entire season data. Hunters may 
hunt additional sites that do not require the windshield card system. “Non-windshield card” hunt 
days and game harvest may influence a hunter’s recall accuracy. Future research should 
investigate hunters that only hunt sites that use the windshield card system during a hunting 
season to reduce potential harvest bias. Also, more survey days will help improve the sample 
size. The 14 survey days limited us when we consider the recall accuracy potential for the scope 
of an entire hunting season. 
The research indicates some serious issues with compliance and accuracy regarding the 
online windshield card system. Annual noncompliance is still over 30% following the seventh 
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season of hunters using the online windshield card system. If hunter compliance is an important 
variable in their wildlife management goals, then the windshield card system may not be the best 
method to use. Rather, if hunter satisfaction is more important in the process of collecting 
harvest data, then the most preferred method should be implemented. I encourage the Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources to implement a method that meets their specific management 
goals. In a state that has seen resident hunting licenses decline over 16% in the past 20 years, 
harvest reporting methods should not create an additional barrier for hunters. Additionally, 
banning hunters from a hunting site for failing to report by the deadline may influence hunter 
retention rates. Further research will investigate hunter preference for the current harvest 
reporting systems, potential barriers to current systems, and areas for improvement with current 
systems. Overall, this research indicated some areas of concern for the online windshield card 
system.  
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TABLES 
Table 4. Site-Intercept Survey Summary. 
SURVEY SITE TOTAL SURVEYS SURVEY DAYS 
Clinton Lake 63 6 
Sangchris Lake 85 4 
Mazonia-Braidwood 151 4 
TOTAL 299 14 
Table 5. Site-Intercept Survey daily breakdown. 
SITE DATE 
TOTAL 
SURVEYS 
SURVEY 
NUMBERS 
TIME WEATHER 
Clinton Lake 
Saturday 
10/22/16 
39 
1001 – 1021 
1051 - 1068 
9:00 a.m. – 
1:00 p.m. 
Sunny, clear, 
50˚ F 
Sangchris 
Lake 
Sunday 
10/23/16 
23 
2001 – 2005 
2026 – 2043  
8:00 a.m. – 
2:00 p.m. 
Sunny, 
windy, 60˚F 
Sangchris 
Lake 
Friday 
10/28/16 
2 
2006 - 2007 8:00 a.m. – 
2:00 p.m. 
Cloudy, 
windy, 60˚F 
Mazonia - 
Braidwood 
Saturday 
10/29/16 
21 
3001 – 3021 
9:00 a.m. – 
3:30 p.m. 
Very warm, 
70˚F, windy 
overcast, 
Clinton Lake 
Thursday 
11/3/16 
0 
- 10:00 a.m. – 
12:00 p.m. 
Hot, sunny 
Clinton Lake 
Friday 
11/11/16 
7 
1022 – 1027 
1041  
8:00 a.m. – 
12:30 p.m. 
Windy, partly 
cloudy, 45˚F 
Sangchris 
Lake 
Saturday 
11/12/16 
23 
2008 – 2020 
2051 – 2060 
8:00 a.m. – 
2:00 p.m. 
Sunny, light 
wind, 45˚F 
Mazonia – 
Braidwood 
Wednesday 
11/16/16 
41 
3022 – 3062 8:00 a.m. – 
1:30 p.m. 
Sunny, 45˚F 
Clinton Lake 
Friday 
11/18/16 
0 
- 9:00 a.m. – 
11:30 p.m. 
Cool, 50˚F 
Mazonia – 
Braidwood 
Sunday 
11/20/16 
57 
3063 – 3119 10:00 a.m. – 
2:00 p.m. 
Cold, Clear, 
Sunny, 27˚F 
Mazonia - 
Braidwood 
Friday 
12/2/16 
32 
3120 - 3151 8:00 a.m. – 
2:00 p.m. 
Cloudy, 40˚F 
Clinton Lake 
Saturday 
12/3/16 
9 
1028 – 1036 9:00 a.m. – 
1:00 p.m. 
Cloudy, 36˚F 
Sangchris 
Lake 
Saturday 
12/10/16 
37 
2021 – 2025 
2044 – 2050 
2061 – 2073 
2101 – 2112 
8:00 a.m. – 
4:00 p.m. 
Cloudy, cold, 
23˚F 
Clinton Lake 
Sunday 
12/11/16 
8 
1037 – 1040 
1042 – 1045 
8:30 a.m. – 
1:00 p.m. 
Cloudy, 
windy, 35˚F 
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Table 6. Online windshield card user site-intercept survey data analysis. 
Site 
Target 
Species 
Site-
Intercept 
Survey # 
Usable 
Customer 
IDs 
Received 
from 
IDNR 
Compliance 
% 
Failed to 
Report 
SIS 
DATE 
Adjusted 
Compliance 
% 
Inaccurately 
Reported 
SIS 
HARVEST 
Adjusted 
Compliance 
% FINAL 
Clinton 
Lake 
Dove 
72 58 40 69.0% 4 62.1% 10 44.8% 
Clinton 
Lake 
Waterfowl 
59 39 25 75% 16 23.1% 0 23.1% 
Clinton 
Lake 
Deer 
4 4 3 100% 3 0% 0 0% 
Sangchris 
Lake 
Deer 
3 3 3 64.1% 2 33.3% 0 33.3% 
TOTAL - 138 104 71 68.3% 25 44.2% 10 34.6% 
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Table 7. Illinois statewide online windshield card annual compliance/noncompliance percentages. 
YEAR SPECIES 
NET CARDS 
ISSUED 
CARDS 
REPORTED 
CARDS NOT 
REPORTED 
RESPONSE 
(COMPLIANCE) 
RATE (%) 
NON-RESPONSE 
(NON-COMPLIANCE) 
RATES (%) 
2011 UPLAND 7433 4679 2754 62.9 37.1 
2011 WATERFOWL 1271 921 350 72.5 27.5 
2012 UPLAND 18063 11929 6134 66.0 34.0 
2012 WATERFOWL 2047 1468 579 71.7 28.3 
2013 UPLAND 23199 13213 9986 57.0 43.0 
2013 WATERFOWL 2062 1154 908 56.0 44.0 
2014 UPLAND 28058 17924 10134 63.9 36.1 
2014 WATERFOWL 2459 1567 892 63.7 36.3 
2015 UPLAND 26383 18013 8370 68.3 31.7 
2015 WATERFOWL 2324 1557 767 67.0 33.0 
2016 UPLAND 28448 20339 8109 71.5 28.5 
2016 WATERFOWL 2214 1568 646 70.8 29.2 
2017 UPLAND 27365 19090 8275 69.8 30.2 
2017 WATERFOWL 1978 1382 596 69.9 30.1 
TOTAL UPLAND 158949 105187 53762 66.2% 33.8% 
TOTAL WATERFOWL 14355 9617 4738 70.0% 30.0% 
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Table 8. Percentages of hunters in each predictor group 
 Harvest Reporting Accuracy    
 Yes No X² p 
Cramer’s V 
(φc) 
Time Gap   8.244 .016 .341 
 100 Days 44.4 55.6    
101-150 Days 27.3 72.7    
≥ 151 Days 65 35    
      
Days Afield   0.669 0.716 .097 
1-5 Days 49.2 50.8    
6-10 Days 66.7 33.3    
≥ 11 Days 50 50    
      
Total Harvest   16.844 .002 .487 
0 18.8 81.3    
1-5 46.2 53.8    
6-10 92.3 7.7    
11-15 66.7 33.3    
≥ 16 42.9 57.1    
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CHAPTER 4 
HARVEST REPORTING PREFERENCE AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE ONLINE 
WINDSHIELD CARD SYSTEM 
INTRODUCTION 
Hunter harvest data are important survey metrics that are integral to state wildlife agency 
management. Gathering harvest data are imperative for establishing regulations and assessing 
hunter reporting effectiveness. White-tailed deer harvest data, for example, can be used to assess 
population dynamics, set bag limits, generate season dates, and evaluate harvest reporting rates 
for multiple systems (Kilpatrick et al. 2005). State managers can use harvest data and other 
information to improve wildlife management efforts, but first must obtain the data. A study 
looking at all 50 states and 8 Canadian provinces determined that seven agencies did not require 
harvest reporting, 15 agencies used one method, 19 used two different methods, 14 used three 
different methods, and one used all four methods (LaBonte & Kilpatrick 2017). Goddard and 
Miller (2009) found that 70% of eastern and central states used check stations for white-tailed 
deer, 44% used internet, 39% used telephone, and 13% used mail-in systems (Goddard & Miller 
2009).  
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) uses a multiple harvest reporting 
system to collect harvest information on public land in Illinois. The Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources managed 215 public hunting sites within the five administrative regions 
throughout Illinois during the 2015 – 2016 hunting season. The IDNR collected data on 201 of 
these public sites, with the additional 14 sites allowing hunting but not having facilities or 
resources to allow on-site data collection (Potts et al. 2016). According to the 2015-16 Illinois 
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Hunter Harvest Report, 29% of the 271,939 Illinois resident hunters accessed public hunting land 
during the 2015-16 hunting season (Williams et al. 2016). Currently, harvest reporting methods 
employed on Illinois public land include: manned check stations, telephone reporting, online 
reporting, an online windshield card system, and site-specific harvest reporting (i.e. clipboard 
harvest checks and drop boxes for self-administered harvest cards).  
Illinois public site harvest reporting requirements are subjectively chosen by individual 
site managers at each specific public hunting site. Although the geographic location, type of 
species (i.e. deer vs. waterfowl), type of public area (i.e. State Park vs. State Fish and Wildlife 
Area), and the type of weapon (i.e. rifle vs. archery) may contribute to which harvest method is 
required, the final decision is at the discretion of site managers. There is currently only one 
statewide mandatory harvest reporting method on all public hunting sites in Illinois. All 
successful deer and turkey hunters must report harvest through ILCHECK, an electronic system 
allowing for a telephone or online reporting option (Potts et al. 2016). Deer and turkey 
registration is required for harvest on both private and public land. 
Illinois public land site supervisors relay harvest reporting requirements on location, but 
also via online “Hunter Fact Sheets.” Hunter fact sheets (HFS) are posted on the IDNR website 
and typically include site rules and regulations, season dates, harvest reporting requirements, 
general information about the site, a site map, and site manager contact information. A regional 
examination of the hunter fact sheets shows uniformities for harvest reporting methods within 
each of the five administrative regions. For example, during the 2015-2016 Illinois hunting 
seasons, 94% of public sites in Region 3 required online windshield cards, whereas 39% of sites 
in Region 2 required them. Additionally, 78% of sites in Region 4 required special site permits 
and 53% of sites in Region 3 required special site permits. The newest harvest reporting method 
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introduced to Illinois public lands is the online windshield card system. A windshield card is a 
paper harvest card that hunters print from the online site, record their daily hunting activity, and 
submit to the appropriate section of IDNR website by a standard deadline after the close of all 
seasons. Although a version of the harvest card was introduced to Illinois public land hunters in 
the 1990s, the current windshield harvest card system was initiated in April of 2010 (Potts & 
Wieda-Stark 2013). The online windshield card system has faced much adversity in its first few 
years of implementation, including numerous questions about how to use the system. Hunters 
have been unsure which sites require windshield cards and to what species they apply. 
Additionally, hunters have raised questions about obtaining windshield cards, the purpose of the 
card, how to display the card, and who the card covers (D. Combs, personal communication, 
August 14, 2016). Anecdotal evidence from one-on-one conversations with hunters revealed that 
hunters also had difficulties with the online system, specifically it not accepting their harvest 
report submissions. In the first seven years of the online windshield card system, mean 
noncompliance rate is 33.8% for upland game hunters and 30.0% for waterfowl hunters (J. 
Marshall, personal communication, August 14, 2017). Some of these problems may be due to 
newness of the system, whereas others could be due to a lack of information on how to correctly 
use the system. There have not been any evaluations to gauge hunter attitudes towards 
constraints of the windshield card system. 
IDNR wildlife managers have concerns with the hunter compliance and attitudes towards 
the Illinois public land mixed methods harvest reporting system (M. Alessi, personal 
communication, August 11, 2016). LaBonte and Kilpatrick (2017) noted that using various 
reporting methods may complicate hunter reporting and lessen the reliability of harvest data. 
Implementing a single statewide harvest reporting method is being considered to simplify the 
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system, save money, condense data, minimize data loss, and improve hunter compliance and 
satisfaction. The newly introduced online windshield card reporting method is being considered, 
but evaluating hunter use and acceptance for all methods is warranted before mandating a single 
system. IDNR managers are interested in hunter preferences across harvest reporting methods 
and specific attitudes toward the online windshield card system. Fulton and Manfredo (2004) 
noted that dramatic regulatory changes that are not supported by a majority of the hunting 
population and are negatively perceived may have significant impacts on overall satisfaction of 
hunting. Seeking public input through community meetings and outreach may be critical to 
implementing a new harvest reporting system, especially when changing from a traditional 
reporting system (Hansen et al. 2006).  
Hunters’ experience with reporting systems may influence preference for that method 
over others. If hunters are required to use a harvest reporting system that they prefer, they may 
be more likely to comply with the regulations involving that system. According to the 2014-15 
Illinois Hunter Harvest Report, over 66% of hunters used telephone reporting, whereas 48% used 
check stations, 28% used online reporting, and 8% used the online windshield card, respectively 
(Williams et al. 2015). A majority of hunters (52%) also preferred using the telephone check 
system over any other harvest reporting system. During the 2015-16 hunting season, 30 % of 
Illinois public land hunters used the ILCHECK online/phone reporting system for deer and 
turkey, 28% used the online windshield card system, 27% used check stations, and 22% used 
drop box harvest reporting (Williams et al. 2016). There may be a correlation between hunter 
experience using a harvest reporting method and the preference to use that system instead of 
others. Additional variables such as convenience, a smaller time commitment, and cost of driving 
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to a check station may contribute to hunter preference for telephone reporting (Hansen et al. 
2006).  
 The objectives of this study were to understand hunter experience, preference, and 
potential barriers regarding the harvest reporting systems being used on public land in Illinois. 
Gaining an understanding of hunter opinions of the current harvest reporting methods can help 
state wildlife managers make better management decisions regarding harvest reporting. 
Knowledge of hunter groups or typologies can enable a more effective implementation of new 
harvest regulations (Wam et al. 2013).  
 
Research Objective 1: Examine harvest reporting preference among hunters hunting on public 
lands in Illinois. 
- Hypothesis 1:  Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to experience with 
reporting method. 
 
- Hypothesis 2: Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to type of hunting. 
 
- Hypothesis 3: Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to age. 
 
- Hypothesis 4: Preference for harvest reporting method will be related to total years of 
hunting experience. 
 
 
Research Objective 2: Examine different windshield card user hunter types related to the level of 
agreement or disagreement with nine attitude statements regarding the online windshield card 
harvest reporting system. 
- Hypothesis 1: Hunter type will be related to nine attitude statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system. 
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- Hypothesis 2: Hunter type will be related to perceived ease of reporting for the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system. 
 
- Hypothesis 3: Hunter type will be related to support for the multiple harvest reporting 
system used on public land in Illinois. 
 
 
METHODS 
Survey Implementation 
A sample of 2,830 Illinois public land hunters who purchased a hunting license (2016-
2017) was selected from the Illinois Department of Natural Resources’ (IDNR) license sales 
database. Each hunter was mailed a 4-page questionnaire (Appendix C), cover letter (Appendix 
D), and a postage-paid return envelope on 22 May 2017. The initial sample of 2,830 licenses was 
reduced to 2,559 due to undeliverable addresses.  Nonrespondents were mailed a thank 
you/reminder postcard (Appendix E) on 07 June 2017. Remaining nonrespondents were mailed a 
second questionnaire and cover letter (Appendix F) on 19 June 2017. Trappers who did not 
respond to the previous mailings were mailed a second thank you/reminder postcard (Appendix 
E) on 10 July 2017. Remaining nonrespondents were mailed a third questionnaire and cover 
letter (Appendix G) on 24 July 2017. IDNR Wildlife Management Units can be located in 
Appendix H. 
 
Measurement of method preference 
Degree of preference for harvest reporting method was determined by hunters responding 
to questions asking which method they preferred to use the most and the least (Table 9). The 
harvest reporting methods available were check station, telephone check, online check, and 
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online windshield card. Hunters were instructed to select the one method that they preferred the 
most and the least. 
 
Measurement of method experience 
Experience using harvest reporting methods was determined by hunter response to a 
question asking hunters to rate their satisfaction with systems they have used (Table 10). If 
hunters gave a satisfaction rating (1 – Very Dissatisfied; 5 – Very Satisfied) for a harvest 
reporting method, they were considered having experience using the system. Hunters were also 
given an option if they did not use a reporting method. Hunters were classified as experienced 
with the various reporting methods based on their response to this item. 
 
Measurement of hunter type 
Hunters were asked to report the number of days hunted and total season harvest for the 
following species during the 2016 – 2017 Illinois hunting season: duck, geese, rabbit, dove, 
squirrel, turkey, and deer (Table 11). If a respondent indicated hunting at least one day for a 
species, they were classified as a hunter for that species type. The hunter type variable was 
selected for hunters who did or did not spend at least day hunting a species during the 2016 – 
2017 Illinois hunting season. Rabbit hunters were removed from the sample, as only 14% of 
respondents indicated hunting rabbits during the 2016 – 2017 Illinois hunting season. 
 
Measurement of hunter age and years hunted 
Hunters were asked to provide their age and total years hunted. Hunter age was recoded 
as a categorical variable with six categories: 1-20 years, 21-30 years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, 
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51-60 years, >60 years. Total years hunted was recoded as a categorical variable with six 
categories 1-10 years, 11-20 years, 21-30 years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, >50 years). The 
distribution of the recoded variables were chosen based on sample distribution. 
 
Measurement of attitude statements 
Survey respondents gave their attitudes towards statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system on a 7-point Likert-type scale from ‘Strongly Disagree’ 
– 1 to ‘Strongly Agree’ – 7 (Table 12). We used Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with 
Varimax rotation to determine factors corresponding to reporting ease with the online windshield 
card system and a multiple method reporting system component (Vaske 2008). We tested each 
factor identified for reliability using Cronbach’s alpha, then totaled and divided each by the 
number of variables in the factor to form single index variables representing ‘reporting ease’ and 
‘harvest reporting component’. 
 
Analysis 1 
 Data analysis was conducted using SPSS v24. Pearson’s chi-square analysis with 
Cramer’s V for effect size was used to test for differences between independent variables 
(method experience, hunter type, respondent age, and years hunted) that may contribute to 
hunters most and least preferred harvest reporting method. Cramer’s V analysis was used to 
determine effect size as suggested by Cohen (1988). 
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Analysis 2 
 We tested differences in hunter type by responses to the nine attitude statements 
regarding the online windshield card harvest reporting system. One-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) was used for the continuous dependent variables. We tested effect size for each 
variable using Eta. Values for Eta are represented by minimal relationship (.10), typical 
relationship (.30), and substantial relationship (.50) (Vaske 2008). The independent variable 
(hunter type) was selected only for those hunters who reported experience using the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
RESULTS 
Descriptive Findings 
We sampled 2,830 public land hunters in Illinois and received 1,580 questionnaires, of 
which 1,464 were usable resulting in a 58% response rate. Respondents were predominantly 
male (97.2%) and averaged 45.5 years (± 16.45, n=1,464) of age. Respondents hunted a mean of 
29 years (± 14.88, n=1,464) and 65% of hunters hunted > 20 years. Almost all (98.6%) hunters 
in our sample purchased a hunting license in 2016. Nighty-six percent of hunters hunted at least 
one wildlife species in Illinois between March 2016 and February 2017. Harvest estimates for 
2016-17 Post-Season Harvest Reporting survey respondents are presented in Table 1. Although 
approximately half of respondents reported hunting public property most often, 87.9% reported 
having hunted at least one public site during the 2016-2017 hunting seasons. Among those who 
spent at least one day hunting any game species in Illinois during the 2016-17 hunting season, 
nearly half (48.4%) of respondents reported hunting at only one public site. Respondents hunted 
an average of 1.99 (± 2.7) public sites during the 2016-17 hunting season. 
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Hunters were most likely to exclusively hunt sites that used the windshield card system if 
they only hunted one public site during the 2016-17 season (Table 10). The more sites that 
respondents hunted, the less likely they were to hunt strictly online windshield card sites. The 
majority (58.4%) of respondents indicated hunting one public hunting site that required the free 
online windshield card. Only 16.9% of hunters reported hunting zero public sites that required 
the free online windshield card. In a typical hunting season, 7.2% of hunters reported that they 
did not hunt at any public sites, whereas 36.5% hunters reported hunting one public site. 
Additionally, 29.8% of respondents reported hunting two public sites, 14.8% reported three 
public sites, 7.0% reported four public sites, and 4.7% reported hunting five or more public sites 
in a typical hunting season. Respondents on average hunt 2.07 (± 2.5) public sites in a typical 
hunting season. The majority (73.3%) of respondents indicated updating their windshield card 
information to the online system at the end of the season. Additionally, 18.6% updated their 
harvest information after every hunting trip, 3.9% updated more than once per month, and 4.2% 
updated less than once per month. 
Hunters rated their satisfaction for the harvest reporting systems on a 5-point scale from 
very dissatisfied to very satisfied. Online/Telephone harvest reporting for deer and turkey was 
the most popular system, with a mean rating of 4.06 (SD=1.07, n=1,361) (Table 3). Windshield 
cards (x̄=3.76, SD=1.16, n=1,399), drop box harvest reporting (x̄=3.74, S.D. 1.07, n=1,311), and 
check stations (x̄=3.85, S.D. 1.15, n=1,333) all received moderately satisfied ratings from survey 
respondents. Over half of respondents (50.3%) did not have experience using the drop box 
harvest reporting method, whereas 12.4% of respondents did not have experience using the 
online windshield card system. This response is expected, as the majority of the survey sample 
was derived from hunters found in the online windshield card system. Of the harvest reporting 
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system preferred most, telephone check (38.1%) was rated the highest (Table 12). Additionally, 
online check was preferred by 25.4% of the respondents, whereas check stations were preferred 
by 21.3% of respondents, and 15.1% of hunters preferred the online windshield card system.  
Check stations were most frequent (34.3%) as the least preferred reporting system.  Online 
windshield cards (24.0%), online reporting (21.6%), and telephone reporting (20.1%) were 
relatively distributed reporting systems that hunters preferred the least. 
 
Research Objective 1 
 Chi-square results suggested a significant difference between hunter method experience 
and their reporting method preferred most (Table 13). Hunters who used the online/phone 
harvest reporting system preferred telephone reporting (46.6% vs. 16.8%) compared to those 
who had not used that system (X² = 173.524, df = 3, p < .001). The Cramer’s V coefficient 
suggests a typical relationship (.347) between hunters’ experience using the online/phone system 
and preferred harvest reporting method. There was also significant differences between hunters 
experience using the windshield card system (X² = 60.108, df = 3, p < .001) and check stations 
(X² = 91.536, df = 3, p < .001), and their preferred method, although the effect size indicated a 
minimal relationship. A hunter who experienced a method resulted in greater preference for that 
method than hunters that did not have experience with that method: windshield card (36.0% vs. 
18.6%), online (26.2% vs. 23.4%), and telephone (46.6% vs. 16.8%). Harvest reporting method 
preferred most by all hunters was telephone check (38.1%). 
 Chi-square results also showed a significant difference between reporting method 
experience and reporting method preferred least (Table 13). Hunters who did not have 
experience using check stations reported they were their least preferred system more (41.9% vs. 
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26.5%) than hunters who experienced them (X² = 40.587, df = 3, p < .001). Cramer’s V 
coefficient indicated a minimal relationship. There were also significant differences between 
hunters who used the online/phone system versus those who had not and their least preferred 
harvest method preference (X² = 42.301, df = 3, p < .001), but the effect size was minimal. The 
harvest reporting method preferred least by the aggregate sample was check stations (34.3%). 
 Hunter type and reporting method preference was analyzed using Chi-square analysis 
(Table 14). Hunter type by reporting method preferred most was significantly different for duck 
hunters (X² = 40.482, df = 3, p < .001), goose hunters (X² = 26.475, df = 3, p < .001), turkey 
hunters (X² = 34.712, df = 3, p < .001), and deer hunters (X² = 158.181, df = 3, p < .001). 
However, Cramer’s V indicated a minimal relationship effect size for all hunter types except 
deer hunters, which had a typical relationship effect size. Deer hunters preferred using telephone 
reporting (46.8%), whereas only 8.6% of deer hunters preferred the online windshield card 
system the most. 
In addition, hunter types were investigated to see which harvest reporting method hunters 
preferred least (Table 14). There were significant differences among duck hunters (X² = 14.842, 
df = 3, p = .002), goose hunters (X² = 10.236, df = 3, p =.017), turkey hunters (X² = 32.475, df = 
3, p < .001), and deer hunters (X² = 29.505, df = 3, p < .001). Effect sizes showed minimal 
relationships among significant hunter types. All hunter types indicated preferring check stations 
least over any other reporting system except for turkey hunters, who preferred the online 
windshield card system least. 
Significant differences were found to exist between hunter age (X² = 33.009, df = 3, p = 
.005) and years hunted (X² = 32.286, df = 3, p = .006) by hunter preference for reporting method 
(Table 15). Cramer’s V coefficient indicated a minimal relationship. Hunters aged ≤ 20 and > 60 
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years old preferred telephone reporting (41%), whereas hunters aged 31-40 preferred online 
reporting (34.6%). Respondents who hunted ten or less years preferred online reporting (31.2%) 
significantly more than respondents who had hunted > 30 years. Check stations were also 
preferred more among respondents who hunted > 50 years (23.4%) compared to respondents 
who hunted ≤ 10 years (16.7%). Respondents who ≤ 20 years old least preferred using online 
harvest reporting (20.2%) compared to hunters > 60 (31.5%) (Table 15). There were significant 
differences for least preferred reporting method by hunter age categories (X² = 41.547, df = 3, p 
< .001) and total years hunted (X² = 43.602, df = 3, p < .001), but effect sizes were minimal. 
Respondents’ age and total years hunted followed similar trends in harvest reporting preference. 
 
Research Objective 2 
 Hunters responded to nine attitude statements regarding the online windshield card 
harvest reporting system (Table 16). Results of the ANOVA model indicated significant 
differences in hunter types for responses to the nine attitudinal statements regarding the online 
windshield card system. Duck hunters were less likely to agree that it is easy to find which sites 
required windshield cards (4.39 vs. 4.74), use the hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website (4.74 
vs. 5.11), and understand rules and regulations (4.56 vs. 5.0) than respondents who did not hunt 
ducks (Table 17). Goose hunters found it significantly more work (5.18 vs. 4.72) to report 
harvest for a single species multiple times using different systems than respondents who did not 
goose hunt (Table 18). No significant differences were found between dove hunters versus non-
dove hunters for the attitude statements, except for dove hunters finding it extra work to report 
multiple times for the same species using different systems (F = 10.46, df = 1,225, p = .001, Eta 
= .092) (Table 19). The ANOVA analysis found significant differences between squirrel versus 
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non-squirrel hunters, but effect size (< .1) indicated no actual relationship (Table 20). Turkey 
hunters found it significantly more work to report harvest for a single species multiple times 
using different systems than non-turkey hunters (F = 14.77, df = 1,225, p < .001, Eta = .109) 
(Table 21). Deer hunters found the hunter facts sheets clearly stated when a windshield card was 
required, knew they could update their windshield cards any time before the February 15th 
deadline, and recognized they still needed to report even if they did not hunt a site significantly 
more than non-deer hunters, but the effect size was minimal (Table 22). 
  The principal component analysis identified six attitude statements that fit the ‘reporting 
ease’ variable and two attitude statements that fit the multiple method ‘harvest reporting 
component’ variable (Table 23). A reliability test confirmed the identified components were 
measuring the same under lying construct. The ‘reporting ease’ variable consisted of hunter 
responses to a group of attitude statements regarding the ease of use of the online windshield 
card system. The ‘harvest reporting component’ variable consisted of hunter responses to attitude 
statements regarding the current multiple method harvest reporting system used on public land in 
Illinois. The ANOVA analysis found significant differences in duck, geese, squirrel, and deer 
hunter types versus respondents who did not hunt those species and their responses to the 
‘reporting ease’ component (Table 24); however, Eta values indicated a minimal relationship 
between variables. Hunter type differed most in opposition of a multiple harvest reporting system 
between duck and non-duck hunters (F = 15.55, df = 1,225, p < .001, Eta = .112), but the Eta 
revealed a minimal effect size (Table 25). Goose and non-goose hunter types were also 
significantly different (F = 8.926, df = 1,225, p = .003, Eta = .085), but the effect size were 
minimal. No other hunter types indicated significant differences in opinions of a multiple method 
harvest reporting system. 
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DISCUSSION 
 Harvest reporting methods were investigated to see which method hunters preferred most 
and least, and variables that contributed to those preferences. Hunter preference can help state 
managers determine which harvest reporting system may be most effective when transitioning to 
a single statewide system. Additionally, analyzing specific hunter issues with the newly 
introduced online windshield card system can give indication as to where improvements could be 
made to minimize hunter dissatisfaction. Although management decisions cannot be made solely 
on hunter preference, it should be considered if the desired harvest reporting system requires 
hunter compliance. 
 Preferred reporting method cannot be inferred simply from the percentages that hunters 
report for a single item on a survey questionnaire. There are many layers to this question when 
regarding public land hunting in Illinois. Hunter types, harvest reporting method experience, 
hunter age, and total years hunted are just some of the variables that can contribute to a person’s 
preference. Additionally, different public sites require different reporting methods, potentially 
influencing preference. For example, a hunter may only hunt sites that use check stations because 
that is the method required for the public sites that are located close to where he/she lives. This 
study began to look deeper into the complex issue of harvest method preference, and potential 
variables that contribute to hunter satisfaction with an individual method. 
 Survey respondents indicated telephone check as the most preferred harvest reporting 
method and check station as the least preferred method (Table 12). Although the questions of 
“most” and “least” preferred methods seem similar, they give slightly different information to 
natural resource managers. Looking at the “most” preferred harvest method showed which 
method would be hunters’ first choice to use, while the distribution of “least” preferred method 
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gave a better understanding of what method hunters simply do not like using. While the online 
windshield card method received the lowest percentage of “most” preferred method, it does not 
necessarily mean it was the least preferred method overall. Rather, it may just have not been a 
hunter’s first choice of reporting method. 
 According to all survey respondents, the majority (87.6%) had experience using the 
online windshield card system, while only 52.9% of respondents had experience using check 
stations (Table 11). The chi-square analysis showed significant differences between hunters who 
had experience using a method versus those that did not, and their specific preference for that 
method (Table 13). Almost 18% of hunters who had experience using the online windshield card 
had preferred that method most, while only 1.4% of respondents who had not used that method 
preferred to use that system most. There were also significant differences for online harvest 
reporting, telephone harvest reporting, and check station users and their harvest method 
preference. The significant differences between hunter experience using reporting methods and 
method preference for that same method supported Hypothesis 1. From a management 
standpoint, this suggests hunters’ preference to use a particular method should increase once they 
have experience using that system. These findings are encouraging from the standpoint of 
implementing a single statewide system. Although there is generally opposition to change at 
first, this data suggests hunters will likely become more accepting of a new harvest reporting 
system once it becomes the standard (C. A. Miller, unpublished data). The greatest increase in 
method preference when related to experience was with telephone check (46.6% - had 
experience, 16.8% - did not have experience). Telephone check harvest reporting was preferred 
most by the aggregate sample, which is not surprising since telephone reporting was the most 
experienced method according to the 2015-2016 Hunter Harvest Survey (Williams et al. 2016). 
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 The relationship between method experience and lease preferred method preference was 
also significant, but the effect sizes were minimal (Table 13). Similar to the method preferred 
most, the greatest gap was with hunters that experienced or did not have experience by 
preference was with telephone harvest reporting (15.8% - had experience, 30.8% - did not have 
experience). Check station reporting was preferred least by 41.9% of hunters that did not have 
experience using check stations, while 26.5% of hunters that had used check stations preferred it 
least. Check station harvest reporting was preferred the least (34.3%) among all survey 
respondents. The experience and preference relationship again showed that hunters had more 
positive attitudes towards a reporting method they had experience using. This suggests that 
hunters may be more in favor of whichever statewide reporting method is implemented once they 
learn how to use that method. 
 Analyzing hunter types took the investigation of harvest reporting method preference one 
step further. Telephone check harvest reporting was the most preferred method by all hunter 
types: duck, geese, dove, squirrel, turkey, and deer (Table 14). There were significant differences 
between duck and non-duck hunters, goose and non-goose hunters, turkey and non-turkey 
hunters, and deer and non-deer hunters. Hypothesis two was supported, although the effect size 
indicated minimal practical application. The biggest difference was between deer hunters 
(46.8%) and non-deer hunters (19.2) preference for harvest reporting by telephone. This makes 
sense, because deer hunters are required to report harvest to the ILCHECK system by telephone 
or online submission. This is a statewide regulation, not specific to public land. More than 25% 
of goose and duck hunters preferred check stations more than any other harvest reporting 
method. Again, this was consistent with current harvest reporting regulations in Illinois. Many 
waterfowl hunting sites that provide hunting blinds require hunters to check in and out before 
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and after their hunt. We can see that the combination of hunter type and prior experience using a 
harvest reporting system creates patterns in which method may be preferred most.  
 The analysis of hunter type and harvest method preference indicated check station as the 
least preferred reporting method (Table 14). All hunter types rated check station as the least 
preferred system, except for turkey hunters who indicated the online windshield card system as 
the least preferred method. Like deer hunters, all turkey hunters are required to report turkey 
harvest to the ILCHECK statewide mandatory system. Turkey hunters may be indicating online 
windshield card as the least preferred system because it is an additional method they must use to 
report harvest. Turkey and deer hunters may view any harvest reporting method besides 
telephone/online (ILCHECK) as an additional burden in the harvest reporting process. 
 Lastly, hunter age and years hunted were examined using a chi-square analysis to look 
for potential patterns in harvest method preference. Hunter’s ≤ 20 years old and ≥ 60 years old 
preferred telephone check the most, while hunters age 31-40 preferred online reporting (Table 
15). There seems to be a shift with harvest method preference as age increases. Younger hunters 
preferred using telephone reporting, middle aged hunters preferred online reporting, and the 
oldest hunter class preference shifted back to telephone. This trend makes sense when thinking 
about the evolution of technology during the past 50 years. Younger hunters may be most 
comfortable using smartphones and other handheld devices to report harvest. Middle-aged 
hunters who grew up during the origination of the Internet, but may not be as familiar with 
smartphones, preferred the online reporting system. Whereas the oldest group of hunters who are 
unfamiliar with both forms of technology may prefer landline telephones to call in and report 
harvest. Alessi and Miller (2012) found that 77% of Illinois hunters had computers in their 
residence, of whom 98% had internet access. More notably, the proportion of hunters who 
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purchased their licenses online decreased significantly with increase in age (<32: 21%, >66: 6%). 
State managers need to be aware of technology trends and age class comfortability with specific 
harvest method requirements. As the proportion of hunters who can effectively use a smartphone 
rises, reporting methods using those devices may become more practical. Age also differed 
significantly for reporting method preferred least. Hunters ≤ 20 years old preferred check stations 
the least (43.1%), whereas hunters 21-30 years old preferred the online windshield card method 
least (Table 15). Hypothesis three was supported, but the results did not show strong enough 
relationships to draw clear inferences between age group and harvest method preference. Rather, 
the differences in method preference can be used to help IDNR managers implement regulations 
for future generations of hunters. 
Hypothesis four was supported: total years hunted indicated significant differences in 
harvest method preference. Years hunted followed similar patterns as age; this is not unexpected 
as both are measures of time in years. The biggest difference in years hunted was the preference 
for the check station (Table 15). Older hunters preferred check stations more than younger 
hunters, but ultimately both preferred telephone reporting the most. Respondents who had been 
hunting over 40 years were significantly more likely to state that online reporting was their least 
preferred method compared to respondents who had hunted ≤ ten years (>40 = 29%, <10 = 16%) 
(Table 15). Across all years of hunting experience, check stations were the least preferred 
method among survey respondents (34.2%). Hunter age and years hunted show how harvest 
method preference translates through time, and gives insight into which may be the most 
preferred method in the following decades to come. 
 Variables such as prior reporting experience, specific target species, age, and total years 
hunting helps to explain reporting system preferences. Although the variables are helpful, they 
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cannot explain the whole story. People hunt different sites, different species, and different times 
of the year; resulting in different combinations of harvest reporting requirement. It is hard to 
pinpoint which method a hunter may prefer without having information that tells the whole story. 
To this end, chi-square tests of harvest reporting preference gave insight into harvest method 
consideration for implementing a statewide reporting system. Telephone and online reporting 
received the most positive ratings, while check stations were the least preferred systems. The 
analysis also revealed that deer and turkey hunters, who are already required to report to 
ILCHECK via phone or online, do not prefer to use any additional methods. The online 
windshield card was not the most preferred system, but it also was not the least preferred system. 
Recognizing this difference may infer that hunters are still unsure about the windshield card, 
since it was introduced to Illinois public land hunters beginning in 2010 (Potts & Wieda-Stark 
2013). Initial hunter reaction to the online windshield card revealed some confusion with rules 
and regulations involving the windshield card system (Debbie Combs, personal communication, 
August 14, 2016). Hunter preference may increase if IDNR managers are able to simplify the 
system and improve the dissemination of information on how to properly use the online 
windshield card system. Given that the Illinois Department of Natural Resources is, at the time 
of this project, considering implementing the online windshield card system statewide, further 
attention should be provided in monitoring possible challenges hunters may face in using the 
system. The second analysis of this study further investigated aforementioned issues with the 
online windshield card. Hunter interest in using a single statewide harvest reporting system 
versus a multiple methods system was also investigated. 
 We investigated specific hunter types to determine if separate issues with the windshield 
card influenced hunter types differently. Additionally, we looked at attitudes by hunter type 
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regarding the current use of a mixed method system, and the potential implementation of a 
statewide harvest reporting system. Respondents were selected for only hunters who had 
experience using the online windshield card system (n=1,226). Tables 17-22 show comparisons 
of hunter type to the nine attitude statements regarding the online windshield card system. All 
hunter types indicated significant differences between those who hunted and did not hunt a 
particular species (Tables 17-22). Duck hunters stated that the IDNR clearly communicated rules 
and procedures for using the online windshield cards much less than non-duck hunters (F = 
21.53, df = 1,225, p < .001, Eta = .131). Goose hunters found it more difficult than non-goose 
hunters to find which public hunting access sites required online windshield cards (F = 16.55, df 
= 1,225, p < .001, Eta = .115). Turkey hunters found it more work than non-turkey hunters to 
report harvest for a single species multiple times using different systems (F = 14.77, df = 1,225, 
p < .001, Eta = .109). The tables analyzing within hunter type responses to the attitude 
statements can also be used to compare between each different types of hunters. For example, 
duck hunters were the most likely to agree that the IDNR should require only one statewide 
harvest reporting system for all public access land, while squirrel hunters reported the lowest 
level of agreement for that statement. State managers can use these differences to help identify 
problems with the windshield card reporting system. Duck hunting is typically done on public 
land, requiring potentially numerous windshield cards to hunt multiple sites. Meanwhile, squirrel 
hunting is typically done on private land, not requiring windshield cards. In the 2014-2015 
hunting season, only 14.8% of squirrel hunters relied exclusively on public land to hunt squirrels 
(Williams et al. 2015). This may explain some of the variability in responses to why specific 
hunter types prefer a single statewide system over other hunter types. Additional differences in 
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attitudes towards the online windshield card system can be found between hunter types upon 
further investigation of tables 17-22. 
 We created two index variables using principal factor analysis, based on hunter responses 
to the nine attitude statements regarding the online windshield card system: reporting ease and 
harvest reporting component (Table 23). Squirrel hunters had the highest perception of ease of 
use, while turkey hunters had the lowest perception of ease using the online windshield card 
method (Table 24). Duck, dove, and turkey hunters felt the windshield card was more difficult to 
use compared to non-hunters of those species. Geese, squirrel, and deer hunters had a higher 
perception of the ease of use for the online windshield card compared to non-hunters for those 
species. State managers may be more interested in addressing the concerns of duck, dove, and 
turkey hunters since they perceived the windshield card more difficult to use than their 
counterparts. 
 Duck hunters had the strongest attitudes towards moving to a single method statewide 
harvest reporting system (Table 25). Squirrel hunters had the weakest attitudes, yet still agreed 
that Illinois should move to a single statewide harvest reporting system. All hunter types 
somewhat agreed that using a mixed method system is extra work, and that Illinois should only 
require one harvest reporting system for all public access lands in Illinois. This shows overall 
support for the IDNR’s interest in unifying the public land harvest reporting requirements. 
 
Management Implications 
The research is important because it reaffirmed the IDNR’s intent to implement a single 
statewide harvest reporting system. The current system is complex and can require public land 
hunters to complete multiple steps to accurately report harvest. Although predictor variables do 
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not give clear cut answers into method preference, the cues can give state managers a more 
focused understanding of what is going on between hunters. Hunters’ prior experience using a 
system, the species they are hunting, the age of the hunter, and total years hunting all contributed 
to which method hunters prefer most and least. The telephone check was the most preferred 
method across all respondents, and the check station harvest reporting method was the least 
preferred across all respondents. State managers can use these preference views in addition to 
their management goals to help determine which may be the best system to use moving forward.  
The online windshield card reporting method is being suggested as the statewide system 
to be used for public land hunters. The second analysis investigated areas of concerns with this 
system. Most hunters agreed that the windshield card was easy to use, but the numbers were not 
overwhelmingly positive. Nearly 30% of hunters said it was difficult to find the windshield card 
on the IDNR website (Table 16). Additionally, nearly one quarter of hunters disagreed that it was 
easy to figure out which public sites required the online windshield card. These two examples of 
hunter confusion could be improved with improvements to the hunter fact sheets on the IDNR 
website. Other statements show that hunters are still confused with how to use the online 
windshield card system. If the IDNR is considering using the online windshield card system, 
they need to improve the way they distribute information to hunters.  
Overall, the research gives state managers further insight into hunters’ opinions of the 
current mixed method harvest reporting system on public land in Illinois. Research objective one 
showed variables that can contribute to hunter method preference. Further research should 
continue to measure potential variables such as number of sites hunted, geographic location in 
the state of Illinois, number of days hunted, and attitudes towards harvest reporting method 
preference. Research objective two showed support for a single statewide method, and gave 
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indications into which methods may be well-received versus those that would not be. Lastly, the 
research indicated areas where the IDNR can improve hunter compliance and satisfaction with 
the online windshield card system. Further analysis should continue to monitor compliance and 
hunter satisfaction with the windshield card reporting system. 
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TABLES 
 
Table 9. Summary of harvest data from the 2016-17 Post-Season Harvest Reporting Survey 
(n=1,367). 
Species 
Number of 
Hunters 
Percent of 
Hunters 
Number of Days Hunted Number Harvested 
Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Duck 626 42.4 % 14.6 13.1 19.2 33.2 
Geese 493 33.4 % 13.5 15.1 8.9 16.9 
Rabbit 207 14.0 % 6.2 9.3 4.2 7.1 
Dove 402 27.2 % 3.6 3.8 16.8 22.0 
Squirrel 343 23.2 % 7.1 11.7 9.4 17.0 
Turkey 373 25.3 % 5.2 5.0 0.6 1.1 
Deer 996 67.5 % 15.3 14.8 0.8 1.0 
 
Table 10. Number of public hunting sites hunted during the 2016-17 season that required Free 
Online Windshield Cards (n=1,240). 
Public Sites 
Hunted (n=1,095) 
Sites Requiring Free Online Windshield Cards 
0 1 2 3 4 5 - 9 ≥ 10 
0 100%       
1 18.5% 81.5%      
2 15.5% 42.7% 41.8%     
3 11.7% 38.0% 26.9% 23.4%    
4 12.1% 34.8% 21.2% 13.6% 18.2%   
5 - 9 16.9% 58.2% 17.7% 4.6% 1.7% 1.0%  
≥ 10 9.1% 36.4% 9.1% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 
 
Table 11. Summary of satisfaction for each of the following harvest reporting systems. 
 
Windshield Card 
(n=1,399) 
Online/Phone for  
deer & turkey only 
(n=1,361) 
Drop Box 
(n=1,311) 
Check Station 
(n=1,333) 
Mean 3.76 4.06 3.74 3.85 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.16 1.07 1.07 1.15 
“Have Not 
Used” (%) 
12.4% 24.1% 50.3% 47.1% 
 
Table 12. Hunters most preferred and least preferred harvest reporting method. 
Preference Check Station Telephone check Online check Windshield Card 
MOST 
(n=1,440) 
21.3% 38.1% 25.4% 15.1% 
LEAST 
(n=1,411) 
34.3% 20.1% 21.6% 24.0% 
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Table 13. Harvest reporting method use by harvest reporting method preference.  
 Harvest Method Preferred the MOST (n=1,440)  
 
Check 
Station 
(%) 
Telephone 
check (%) 
Online 
check 
(%) 
Windshield 
Card  
(%) 
χ² p 
Cramer’s 
V (φc) 
Windshield 
Card 
  
  
60.108 < .001 .204 
Yes 18.6 37.9 25.8 17.7    
No 36.0 39.2 23.4 1.4    
Online/Phone 
- deer/turkey 
  
  
173.524 < .001 .347 
Yes 18.1 46.6 26.2 9.1    
No 29.5 16.8 23.4 30.2    
Drop box     13.325 .004 .096 
Yes 25.2 35.7 26.0 13.1    
No 18.2 40.1 25.0 16.8    
Check station     91.536 < .001 .252 
Yes 31.7 34.1 22.6 11.5    
No 11.4 41.9 28.1 18.6    
 
 Harvest Method Preferred the LEAST (n=1,411)  
 
Check 
Station 
(%) 
Telephone 
check (%) 
Online 
check 
(%) 
Windshield 
Card  
(%) 
χ² p 
Cramer’s 
V (φc) 
Windshield 
Card 
  
  
9.356 .025 .081 
Yes 35.7 19.1 21.0 24.2    
No 26.4 25.5 25.0 23.1    
Online/Phone 
- deer/turkey 
  
  
42.301 < .001 .173 
Yes 36.2 15.8 21.9 26.1    
No 29.6 30.8 20.8 18.8    
Drop box     10.249 .017 .085 
Yes 31.4 19.4 21.4 27.8    
No 36.8 20.6 21.8 20.9    
Check station     40.587 < .001 .170 
Yes 26.5 21.9 22.9 28.8    
No 41.9 18.3 20.4 19.4    
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Table 14. Hunter type by harvest reporting method preference. 
 Harvest Method Preferred the MOST (n=1,440)  
 
Check 
Station 
(%) 
Telephone 
check  
(%) 
Online 
check  
(%) 
Windshield 
Card  
(%) 
χ² p 
Cramer’s 
V (φc) 
Hunt Duck     40.482 < .001 .168 
Yes 27.2 29.6 26.4 16.8    
No 16.9 44.5 24.7 13.9    
Hunt Geese     26.475 < .001 .136 
Yes 28.7 32.2 23.8 15.4    
No 17.5 41.2 26.3 15.0    
Hunt Dove     6.114 .106 .065 
Yes 24.5 35.0 23.5 17.0    
No 20.1 39.3 26.2 14.4    
Hunt Squirrel     6.079 .108 .065 
Yes 16.9 39.1 26.5 17.5    
No 22.7 37.8 25.1 14.4    
Hunt Turkey     34.712 < .001 .155 
Yes 20.4 46.5 26.6 6.5    
No 21.6 35.2 25.0 18.2    
Hunt Deer     158.181 < .001 .331 
Yes 19.0 46.8 25.6 8.6    
No 26.3 19.2 25.0 29.4    
 
 Harvest Method Preferred the LEAST (n=1,411)  
 
Check 
Station 
(%) 
Telephone 
check  
(%) 
Online 
check  
(%) 
Windshield 
Card  
(%) 
χ² p 
Cramer’s 
V (φc) 
Hunt Duck     14.842 .002 .103 
Yes 30.2 22.4 19.9 27.5    
No 37.4 18.3 22.9 21.4    
Hunt Geese     10.236 .017 .085 
Yes 30.1 21.6 20.2 28.1    
No 36.5 19.2 22.4 21.9    
Hunt Dove     .435 .933 .018 
Yes 34.2 20.0 20.8 25.1    
No 34.4 20.1 21.9 23.6    
Hunt Squirrel     .417 .937 .017 
Yes 35.0 20.4 20.4 24.3    
No 34.1 20.0 22.0 24.0    
Hunt Turkey     32.475 < .001 .152 
Yes 32.2 13.1 21.0 33.8    
No 35.1 22.5 21.8 20.6    
Hunt Deer     29.505 < .001 .145 
Yes 36.2 16.2 22.2 25.5    
No 30.2 28.6 20.4 20.9    
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Table 15. Hunter age and total years hunted by the harvest reporting method preference. 
 Harvest Method Preferred the MOST  
 
Check 
Station 
(%) 
Telephone 
check  
(%) 
Online 
check  
(%) 
Windshield 
Card  
(%) 
χ² p 
Cramer’s 
V (φc) 
Hunter Age 
(n = 1,431) 
    33.009 .005 .152 
1-20 25.2 41.4 18.9 14.4    
21-30 18.0 37.8 28.6 15.7    
31-40 15.2 32.5 34.6 17.7    
41-50 22.4 38.4 24.3 14.8    
51-60 24.0 38.3 26.5 11.2    
> 60 23.6 41.0 18.1 17.4    
        
Years Hunted 
(n = 1,402) 
    32.286 .006 .150 
1-10 16.7 32.7 31.2 19.4    
11-20 22.3 38.1 26.9 12.7    
21-30 19.6 41.6 26.6 12.1    
31-40 23.1 41.5 22.6 12.8    
41-50 24.6 40.0 22.9 12.5    
> 50 23.4 38.3 25.4 21.5    
 
 Harvest Method Preferred the LEAST  
 
Check 
Station 
(%) 
Telephone 
check (%) 
Online 
check (%) 
Windshield 
Card  
(%) 
χ² p 
Cramer’s 
V (φc) 
Hunter Age 
(n = 1,430) 
    41.547 < .001 .172 
1-20 43.1 17.4 20.2 19.3    
21-30 32.1 20.5 14.4 33.0    
31-40 32.2 25.1 17.2 25.6    
41-50 33.7 22.5 20.2 23.6    
51-60 34.4 19.2 23.0 23.3    
> 60 33.7 15.6 31.5 19.2    
        
Years Hunted 
(n = 1,401) 
    43.602 < .001 .176 
1-10 38.2 23.0 16.1 22.7    
11-20 30.9 21.6 15.4 32.0    
21-30 32.1 17.7 23.0 27.3    
31-40 35.7 22.2 23.5 18.7    
41-50 30.8 15.8 28.6 24.8    
> 50 37.5 18.4 28.9 15.1    
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Table 16. Respondents’ agreement or disagreement with statements regarding the Online 
Windshield Card Harvest Reporting System, as reported from the 2016-17 Post-Season Harvest 
Reporting survey. (7-point Likert scale from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’) 
 n x̄ SD 
It is easy to find which public hunting access sites require online 
windshield cards.  
1,379 4.6 1.67 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website clearly state when an 
online windshield card is required. 
1,374 4.96 1.44 
It is often difficult to find the windshield card I need on the IDNR 
website. 
1,371 3.59 1.67 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules and procedures for 
using the online windshield cards.  
1,367 4.86 1.52 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield card any time prior to 
the February 15th deadline.  1,371 5.19 1.53 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter must possess their 
own windshield card while hunting as group (“party hunting”).  1,375 5.01 1.62 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at all, I still need to 
report for my windshield card online. 
1,372 5.31 1.59 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a single species multiple 
times using different systems.  
1,367 4.92 1.69 
The IDNR should require only ONE statewide harvest reporting 
system for all public access lands.  
1,374 5.38 1.75 
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Table 17. Duck hunters’ level of agreement with the following statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
Hunt 
Duck 
Mean SD F p Eta 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards. 
Yes 4.39 1.75 
12.02 .001 .099 
No 4.74 1.74 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card is 
required. 
Yes 4.74 1.59 
17.77 <.001 .120 
No 5.11 1.48 
It is often difficult to find the windshield card 
I need on the IDNR website. 
Yes 3.63 1.76 
7.38 .007 .077 
No 3.36 1.73 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules and 
procedures for using the online windshield 
cards. 
Yes 4.56 1.65 
21.53 <.001 .131 
No 5.0 1.62 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield 
card any time prior to the February 15th 
deadline. 
Yes 5.25 1.60 
.147 .701 .011 
No 5.21 1.64 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card while 
hunting as group (“party hunting”) 
Yes 4.89 1.78 
5.03 .025 .064 
No 5.11 1.66 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at 
all, I still need to report for my windshield 
card online. 
Yes 5.28 1.69 
.93 .335 .028 
No 5.38 1.69 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a 
single species multiple times using different 
systems. 
Yes 5.14 1.75 
18.87 <.001 .123 
No 4.68 1.86 
The IDNR should require only ONE statewide 
harvest reporting system for all public access 
lands. 
Yes 5.45 1.83 
5.67 .017 .068 
No 5.19 1.93 
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Table 18. Geese hunters’ level of agreement with the following statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
Hunt 
Geese 
Mean SD F p Eta 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards.  
Yes 4.31 1.79 
16.55 <.001 .115 
No 4.74 1.72 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card 
is required. 
Yes 4.74 1.60 
11.33 .001 .096 
No 5.06 1.50 
It is often difficult to find the windshield 
card I need on the IDNR website. 
Yes 3.63 1.77 
5.21 .023 .065 
No 3.39 1.72 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules 
and procedures for using the online 
windshield cards. 
Yes 4.57 1.66 
13.43 <.001 .104 
No 4.94 1.63 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield 
card any time prior to the February 15th 
deadline. 
Yes 5.18 1.62 
.475 .491 .020 
No 5.25 1.62 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card 
while hunting as group (“party hunting”) 
Yes 4.87 1.79 
4.59 .032 .061 
No 5.09 1.67 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at 
all, I still need to report for my windshield 
card online. 
Yes 5.27 1.70 
1.07 .301 .030 
No 5.37 1.69 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a 
single species multiple times using different 
systems. 
Yes 5.18 1.72 
16.87 <.001 .117 
No 4.72 1.86 
The IDNR should require only ONE 
statewide harvest reporting system for all 
public access lands. 
Yes 5.38 1.88 
1.06 .304 .029 
No 5.26 1.90 
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Table 19. Dove hunters’ level of agreement with the following statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
Hunt 
Dove 
Mean SD F p Eta 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards.  
Yes 4.64 1.67 
.254 .614 .014 
No 4.58 1.79 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card is 
required. 
Yes 4.88 1.53 
1.15 .284 .031 
No 4.98 1.55 
It is often difficult to find the windshield card 
I need on the IDNR website. 
Yes 3.37 1.70 
1.79 .181 .038 
No 3.51 1.76 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules and 
procedures for using the online windshield 
cards. 
Yes 4.68 1.65 
3.44 .064 .053 
No 4.87 1.64 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield 
card any time prior to the February 15th 
deadline. 
Yes 5.32 1.58 
1.59 .207 .036 
No 5.19 1.64 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card while 
hunting as group (“party hunting”) 
Yes 5.03 1.76 
.018 .894 .004 
No 5.01 1.70 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at 
all, I still need to report for my windshield 
card online. 
Yes 5.37 1.70 
.214 .644 .013 
No 5.32 1.68 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a 
single species multiple times using different 
systems. 
Yes 5.14 1.72 
10.46 .001 .092 
No 4.76 1.86 
The IDNR should require only ONE statewide 
harvest reporting system for all public access 
lands. 
Yes 5.27 1.90 
.148 .701 .011 
No 5.31 1.89 
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Table 20. Squirrel hunters’ level of agreement with the following statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
Hunt 
Squirrel 
Mean SD F p Eta 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards.  
Yes 4.72 1.75 
2.20 .139 .042 
No 4.55 1.75 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card 
is required. 
Yes 5.13 1.56 
5.46 .020 .067 
No 4.89 1.53 
It is often difficult to find the windshield 
card I need on the IDNR website. 
Yes 3.27 1.75 
5.57 .018 .067 
No 3.54 1.73 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules 
and procedures for using the online 
windshield cards. 
Yes 4.99 1.63 
4.53 .033 .061 
No 4.76 1.65 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield 
card any time prior to the February 15th 
deadline. 
Yes 5.39 1.64 
4.11 .043 .058 
No 5.17 1.61 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card 
while hunting as group (“party hunting”) 
Yes 5.21 1.69 
5.41 .020 .066 
No 4.95 1.72 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at 
all, I still need to report for my windshield 
card online. 
Yes 5.45 1.73 
1.96 .162 .040 
No 5.30 1.67 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a 
single species multiple times using different 
systems. 
Yes 4.92 1.84 
.314 .575 .016 
No 4.85 1.82 
The IDNR should require only ONE 
statewide harvest reporting system for all 
public access lands. 
Yes 5.17 2.01 
2.11 .147 .041 
No 5.35 1.85 
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Table 21. Turkey hunters’ level of agreement with the following statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
Hunt 
Turkey 
Mean SD F p Eta 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards.  
Yes 4.46 1.74 
2.78 .096 .048 
No 4.65 1.76 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card 
is required. 
Yes 4.88 1.57 
.922 .337 .027 
No 4.98 1.53 
It is often difficult to find the windshield 
card I need on the IDNR website. 
Yes 3.56 1.74 
1.12 .289 .030 
No 3.44 1.74 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules 
and procedures for using the online 
windshield cards. 
Yes 4.67 1.70 
3.62 .057 .054 
No 4.87 1.62 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield 
card any time prior to the February 15th 
deadline. 
Yes 5.26 1.63 
.217 .641 .013 
No 5.21 1.62 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card 
while hunting as group (“party hunting”) 
Yes 4.82 1.78 
6.12 .014 .071 
No 5.09 1.68 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at 
all, I still need to report for my windshield 
card online. 
Yes 5.40 1.68 
.564 .453 .021 
No 5.31 1.69 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a 
single species multiple times using different 
systems. 
Yes 5.20 1.66 
14.77 <.001 .109 
No 4.75 1.87 
The IDNR should require only ONE 
statewide harvest reporting system for all 
public access lands. 
Yes 5.26 1.88 
.252 .616 .014 
No 5.32 1.90 
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Table 22. Deer hunters’ level of agreement with the following statements regarding the online 
windshield card harvest reporting system (n=1,226). 
 
Hunt 
Deer 
Mean SD F p Eta 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards. 
Yes 4.64 1.76 
1.89 .169 .039 
No 4.49 1.74 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card is 
required. 
Yes 5.02 1.48 
5.64 .018 .068 
No 4.79 1.66 
It is often difficult to find the windshield card 
I need on the IDNR website. 
Yes 3.47 1.76 
.010 .920 .003 
No 3.48 1.71 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules and 
procedures for using the online windshield 
cards. 
Yes 4.84 1.65 
.577 .448 .022 
No 4.76 1.64 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield 
card any time prior to the February 15th 
deadline. 
Yes 5.31 1.57 
8.46 .004 .083 
No 5.02 1.71 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card while 
hunting as group (“party hunting”) 
Yes 5.04 1.72 
.508 .476 .020 
No 4.96 1.71 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at 
all, I still need to report for my windshield 
card online. 
Yes 5.42 1.63 
6.70 .010 .074 
No 5.15 1.81 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a 
single species multiple times using different 
systems. 
Yes 4.91 1.83 
1.58 .209 .036 
No 4.77 1.83 
The IDNR should require only ONE statewide 
harvest reporting system for all public access 
lands. 
Yes 5.25 1.93 
1.78 .182 .038 
No 5.41 1.81 
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Table 23. Reliability analyses of ‘Reporting Ease’ and ‘Harvest Reporting Component’ variables 
related to hunter attitude statements regarding the online windshield card harvest reporting 
system. 
 
Item Total 
Correlation 
Alpha If 
Item 
Deleted 
Cronbach 
Alpha 
Reporting Ease   .853 
It is easy to find which public hunting access sites 
require online windshield cards. 
.655 .825  
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website clearly state 
when an online windshield card is required. 
.722 .814  
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules and 
procedures for using the online windshield cards. 
.675 .821  
I’m aware that I can update my windshield card any  
time prior to the February 15th deadline. 
.595 .836  
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter must 
possess their own windshield card while hunting as 
group (“party hunting”) 
.594 .837  
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at all, I still 
need to report for my windshield card online. 
.598 .836  
 
Harvest Reporting Component   .611 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a single species 
multiple times using different systems. 
.440 -  
The IDNR should require only ONE statewide harvest 
reporting system for all public access lands. 
.440 -  
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Table 24. Hunter perceptions of ease of using the online windshield card system determined by 
the hunter type (n=1,226). 
 Perceived ease of use 
 Mean SD F p Eta 
Hunt Duck   10.931 .001 .094 
Yes 4.85 1.26    
No 5.09 1.25    
Hunt Geese   10.812 .001 .094 
Yes 5.07 1.24    
No 4.82 1.29    
Hunt Dove   .010 .920 .003 
Yes 4.99 1.24    
No 4.99 1.27    
Hunt Squirrel   6.544 .011 .073 
Yes 5.15 1.30    
No 4.94 1.24    
Hunt Turkey   1.655 .198 .037 
Yes 4.92 1.30    
No 5.02 1.25    
Hunt Deer   5.427 .020 .066 
Yes 5.05 1.22    
No 4.86 1.34    
 
Table 25. Hunter perceptions of using a multiple harvest reporting system on public land in 
Illinois determined by the hunter type (n=1,226). 
 Multiple harvest reporting system 
 Mean SD F p Eta 
Hunt Duck   15.552 <.001 .112 
Yes 5.29 1.49    
No 4.94 1.62    
Hunt Geese   8.926 .003 .085 
Yes 5.28 1.52    
No 4.99 1.60    
Hunt Dove   2.672 .102 .047 
Yes 5.20 1.51    
No 5.04 1.60    
Hunt Squirrel   .297 .586 .016 
Yes 5.04 1.61    
No 5.10 1.57    
Hunt Turkey   3.656 .056 .055 
Yes 5.23 1.54    
No 5.03 1.59    
Hunt Deer   .005 .942 .002 
Yes 5.08 1.60    
No 5.09 1.54    
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CHAPTER 5 
OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 
 The Illinois Department of Natural Resources uses a mixed method harvest reporting 
system on public land in Illinois, but are interested in simplifying the system to a single 
statewide method. Simplifying the complex system could improve hunter compliance, harvest 
reporting satisfaction, minimize the loss for data, improve harvest accuracy, and save the state 
money by requiring less man-hours to work field check stations. The newly introduced online 
windshield card system is the being considered for statewide implement, but other methods are 
still potential options. The study was conducted to provide information for state managers 
regarding the accuracy of the online windshield card system, hunter preference of all current 
reporting methods, and hunter attitudes towards the windshield system. A site-intercept survey 
and post-season mail survey were implored to address the research objectives. 
 The online windshield card requires hunters to submit their harvest data online by the 
February 15th deadline. The majority (73.3%) of hunters indicated waiting until the end of the 
hunting season to update their harvest information to the online system. Waiting until the end of 
the season to upload harvest creates a time gap that may introduce recall bias. Additionally, if 
hunters do not use the windshield card to keep track of daily harvest, they must rely on memory 
to recall harvest. To investigate the accuracy and compliance of the windshield card method, we 
compared the harvest reported to the online system with hunters’ single day harvest from the 
site-intercept surveys. The statewide annual compliance percentages using the online windshield 
card system were between 65% and 70% for upland game and waterfowl windshield card 
respondents. The site-intercept survey revealed that hunter compliance numbers may be even 
lower than estimated due to hunters only reporting some successful hunt days. Days of zero 
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harvest had a very low reporting rate, resulting in incomplete hunter effort data. Additional 
variables such as trust in the agency and hunter personality traits contribute to compliance with 
harvest regulations, but were not tested in this study. 
The time gap between harvest and recall, total days spent hunting during a season, and 
total season harvest were investigated using a chi-square analysis to look for potential patterns in 
failure to report accurately. The sample size limited the type of analysis that was conducted 
regarding reporting accuracy. Rather, the binary reporting accuracy variable was used to 
investigate relationships of contributing variables. The minimal effect sizes did not allow us to 
draw broad inferences, but instead provided cues for follow-up research. Season indicators such 
as the opening day, holidays, or significant dates may provide cues that generate easier recall. 
The site-intercept survey also revealed areas where hunting data may not be reported. Over 85% 
of the hunters indicated hunting five or less days during the season, and 24 out of 25 hunters that 
failed to report the site-intercept hunt day had zero harvest that day. Hunters may not feel the 
need to report days of zero harvest, and only report a couple successful hunt days. By doing this, 
they satisfy the requirements of the online windshield system, yet do not need to remember every 
hunt day. This selective harvest reporting method will skew hunter effort data and potentially 
hinder wildlife management efforts. 
 The preference study revealed a correlation between method experience and hunter 
preference for that method. Telephone harvest reporting was the most preferred reporting 
method, which makes sense since it was also the most experienced method according to the 
2015-2016 Hunter Harvest Report (Williams et al. 2016). Experience with other reporting 
methods were also significant indicators of hunter preference for those methods. These results 
suggest that whichever method is implemented statewide, hunters may be more supportive for 
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the method once they learn how to use it. Additional variables such as hunter type, age, and total 
years hunted all indicated significant differences when looking at reporting method preference. 
The effect sizes were small, but a close investigation of the data revealed method preferences for 
individual hunter types. The relationship of hunter age to method preference followed the 
evolution of technology in America. Additionally, Alessi & Miller 2012 revealed a continuing 
increase of technology use by Illinois hunters. The findings suggest an increase in hunter 
capability to use technology, and the potential to implement an electronic harvest reporting 
system. 
If the online windshield card reporting method is implemented as the statewide system, 
state managers will need to improve communication and hunter understanding of the system. The 
ANOVA analysis of the attitude statements indicated hunter type differences with agreement of 
multiple aspects of the windshield card system. These differences indicated specific areas where 
hunter types may lack an understanding of the regulations, and need additional attention. By 
narrowing management focus and communication to specific hunter types, the system may be 
more effectively used. Overall, all hunters were supportive of implementing a single statewide 
harvest reporting method and agreed that it was extra work to report harvest for the same species 
using multiple methods. 
 Providing information regarding current harvest reporting methods will help managers 
most effectively make future management decisions regarding harvest reporting. The online 
windshield card system should continue to be evaluated for hunter compliance, accuracy, and 
overall satisfaction. A similar site-intercept survey study with a much larger sample size and 
additional hunter variables should be employed to further the understanding of the newly 
implemented harvest reporting system. Different forms of recall accuracy should be investigated 
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using multivariate analysis and other multiple regression models. The hunter preference study of 
harvest reporting methods was the first of its kind, and only scratched the surface of variables 
that may contribute to harvest method preference. Future studies should evaluate additional 
variables such as geographic location, number of species hunted, number of public sites hunted, 
and others. This study helps wildlife managers better understand hunter preference and how to 
best service those attitudes, while still retaining the long-term statewide harvest data. Additional 
harvest survey studies can help to improve hunter compliance, satisfaction, and accuracy of 
overall harvest reporting. 
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APPENDIX A. SITE-INTERCEPT SURVEY 
Resident/Nonresident:     Target Species:       
Customer ID #:     
 
1) Is this your first time hunting this public access site?    Yes  No 
 (If “Yes”, please go to question 4) 
 
2) How often do you hunt this specific public hunting area? (Please check one)  
 
  More than once per week 
  About once per week 
  More than once per month, but less than weekly 
  About once per month 
  Less than once per month  
  About once per year  
 
3) How does your harvest today compare to a typical day hunting at this site? (Please check one) 
____ Much Less     ____ Slightly Less     ____ About the same      ____Slightly More     ____ Much More 
 
4) How many public hunting sites in Illinois do you typically hunt per year?          
 
 
5) Do you have access to hunt private land for the species you hunted today?     
 Yes  No 
 
6) How would you rate today’s weather conditions for hunting? (Please check one) 
       Very Poor            Poor            Fair            Good            Excellent 
 
 
7) How does the public hunting site permit process affect your desire to hunt public land?  
(Please check one) 
 
  Makes me want to hunt public lands much less  
  Makes me want to hunt somewhat less 
  It has no effect on how much I want to hunt public land 
  Makes me want to hunt public land somewhat more often 
  Makes me want to hunt public land much more often 
 
 
Survey continued on back side of sheet 
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8) How would you rate your satisfaction with today’s hunting trip to this site? (Please check one) 
Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied Neutral 
Somewhat 
Satisfied 
 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
9) Daily Harvest Report: Please report your harvest for the species you hunted today in the table below. 
If you hunted a species but did not harvest any, report “0” for that species. 
 
SPECIES NUMBER HARVESTED 
Rabbit 
 
Pheasant 
 
Dove 
 
Gray Squirrel 
 
Fox Squirrel 
 
Turkey – Fall Shotgun 
 
Turkey – Fall Archery 
 
Deer – Firearm 
 
Deer – Muzzleloader 
 
Deer – Archery 
 
Mallard 
 
Other Ducks (not Mallards) 
 
Coot 
 
Canada Goose 
 
Snow Goose 
 
White-fronted (Specklebelly) Goose 
 
Other: 
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APPENDIX B. SITE-INTERCEPT SURVEY SITE MAPS 
Survey Site 1 
NAME: CLINTON LAKE STATE RECREATION AREA 
LOCATION: Clinton Lake State Recreation Area (CLSRA) is located 10 miles east of 
Clinton and 2 miles south of DeWitt, IL. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA: TOTAL ACRES: 9,300 HUNTABLE ACRES: 3,693 
WATER ACRES: 5,000 TIMBERED ACRES: 2,300 OPEN ACRES: 2,000 
CLSRA is characterized by major habitat areas consisting of forest (38%), grassland 
(32%), shrubs(21%), cropland (6%) and wetlands (3%). 
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Survey Site 2 
NAME: SANGCHRIS LAKE STATE PARK 
LOCATION: Sangchris Lake State Park (SLSP) is located eleven miles southeast of 
Rochester, Illinois, in Sangamon and Christian Counties. 
DESCRIPTION: Sangchris Lake State Park is characterized by relatively flat uplands and 
rolling bottomlands. A mosaic of timber, agricultural crops, grassy savanna-like areas and 
water provide a great diversity of habitat. 
TOTAL ACRES: 5,380 HUNTABLE ACRES: 2,480 
WATER ACRES: 2,165 TIMBERED ACRES: 1,010 OPEN ACRES: 437 
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Survey Site 3 
NAME: MAZONIA- BRAIDWOOD STATE FISH & WILDLIFE AREA 
LOCATION: 3 Miles south of Braidwood just off Rte. 53, and within easy access of I-55. 
DESCRIPTION: Total Acres: 1,150  
HUNTABLE ACRES- Only in areas designated as open on the hunting areas map on back. 
WOODED/SHRUBS: 230    GRASSLAND AND AGRICULTURE: 540     
WETLANDS: 380 
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APPENDIX C. 2016-17 POST-SEASON HARVEST REPORTING SURVEY 
 
2016-17 Post-Season Harvest 
Reporting Survey 
 
 
 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Wildlife Resources 
&  
The Illinois Natural History Survey 
  
 
The Department of Natural Resources is requesting disclosure of information that is necessary to accomplish the statutory 
purpose as outlined under the Illinois Compiled Statutes, The Wildlife Code, Chapter 520.  Disclosure of information is 
voluntary. 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources is interested in hunters’ evaluations of the harvest reporting 
procedures in Illinois.  Please take about 10 minutes of your time to complete this questionnaire.  Your 
responses will tell us more about the current harvest reporting systems and hunter satisfaction of the 
methods. 
ALL RESPONSES ARE CONFIDENTIAL 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION! 
*Postage-paid return envelope provided 
 
The Illinois Department of Natural Resources receives federal assistance and therefore must comply with federal anti-discrimination laws.  In compliance with the Illinois Human Rights Act, the 
Illinois Constitution, Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act as amended, and the U.S. Constitution, the Illinois Department of Natural Resources does not 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex, national origin, age, or disability.  If you believe you have been discriminated against in any program, activity, or facility, please contact the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Officer, Department of Natural Resources, One Natural Resources Way, Springfield, IL  62701-1787, (217) 782-7616 or the Officer of Human Resources, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C. 20240. 
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Section 1. Hunting Activity. Please provide the following information about your hunting activity during the 2016-
17 hunting season in Illinois. 
 
1. Did you purchase a hunting license during 2016?  ____ Yes          ____  No (If “No,” Please go to 
Question 2) 
1a. Did you purchase your hunting license online? ____ Yes          ____  No 
2. Did you hunt any wildlife species in Illinois between March 2016 and February 2017? 
____ Yes     ____  No 
 
3. Please report your hunting effort and harvest in Illinois for the following species between March 1, 2016 - 
February 28, 2017. Include only game harvested and days you personally hunted in Illinois. Count only game 
you retrieved; do not count animals you were not able to retrieve. Count any part of a day hunted as 1 day.   
Species 
Number of  
Days Hunted 
 Number 
Harvested 
Duck    
Geese    
Rabbit    
Dove    
Squirrel    
Turkey    
Deer    
 
Section 2. Public Land Hunting & Satisfaction. Please tell us about your hunting experience during the 2016-17 
hunting season in Illinois.  Please report your answers to the following using only your personal experience. 
1. On which type of land do you hunt most often? (Please select one response.) 
_____ My own private property  _____ Public property (State, Federal, and other public lands) 
_____ IRAP land    _____ Private property not owned by me 
_____ Private outfitter property  _____ Private property owned by my family 
2. Did you hunt public sites at any time in Illinois during the 2016-17 hunting seasons? 
_____ Yes  _____ No (If “No”, please go to Question 4) 
 
3. How many public sites did you hunt during the 2016-17 season?     _____ Sites 
 3a. How many of the sites you hunted required the Free Online Windshield Card?   _____ Sites 
 
4. In a typical hunting season, how many different public sites do you normally hunt?  _____ Sites 
  
5. Please rate your SATISFACTION for each of the following harvest reporting systems that you have experience 
using by circling the number that matches your response.  
 
Very    
Dissatisfied 
 
Dissatisfied 
 
Unsure 
 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Have Not 
Used 
Free Site Permit (Windshield Card) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Online/Phone reporting for deer and turkeys only 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Drop box 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Check station 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
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6. Which ONE of the following methods for reporting harvest do you prefer to use MOST? (Check only one). 
____ Check-in station         ____ Telephone check-in         ____ Online check-in        ____ Online windshield card 
 
7. Which ONE of the following methods for reporting harvest do you prefer to use LEAST? (Check only one). 
____ Check-in station         ____ Telephone check-in         ____ Online check-in        ____ Online windshield card 
 
8. How does the public site permit process affect your desire to hunt public lands? (Please circle one) 
Much 
Less Often 
Somewhat Less Often 
The 
Same Amount 
Somewhat More Often 
Much 
More Often 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Section 3. Obtaining Information. Please tell us about how you obtain hunting information.  
 
1. Which of the following best describes how you obtain information about harvest reporting in Illinois?  
(Please select one response.) 
_____ Referencing a paper copy of regulations (Hunt/Trap Digest, Waterfowl Digest) 
_____ Calling the Illinois DNR Information Hotline 
_____ Visiting the Illinois DNR Website  
_____ Visiting an Illinois DNR Site Office 
 
2. If available, how likely would you be to use a 24/7 Kiosk (located at public sites) to obtain site information? 
Not 
at all Likely  
Somewhat 
Likely  
Moderately 
Likely  
Extremely 
Likely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
3. How helpful would GPS coordinates for key features (e.g. parking lots, property boundaries, and landmarks) 
posted        on the hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website be for your hunt? 
Not at all 
Helpful  
Slightly 
Helpful  
Moderately 
Helpful  
Extremely 
Helpful 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 4. Online Windshield Card Harvest Reporting System. Please tell us about your experiences and 
satisfaction with the Online Windshield Card Harvest Reporting System by answering the following statements. 
1. Did you apply for a Free Online Windshield Card to hunt public access land during the 2016-17 season?  
____ Yes          ____ No 
1a. If “Yes,” how many windshield cards did you get?   ______ cards 
1b. How many of these windshield cards did you use? ______ cards 
2. Which of the following BEST describes how often you update your windshield card information to the online 
harvest report? (Please check one) 
 
  After each hunting trip    More than once per month 
  Less than once per month    At the end of the season 
 
3. Do you keep your own records of daily harvest during the hunting season (i.e. Excel spreadsheet)?  
____ Yes          ____ No  
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4. Have you ever failed to report harvest for a public access site by the February 15th windshield card deadline?  
____ Yes          ____ No 
5. Please give your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements regarding the Online 
Windshield Card Harvest Reporting System. 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 
Disagree 
Slightly 
Disagree 
 
Unsure 
Slightly 
Agree 
 
Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
It is easy to find which public hunting access 
sites require online windshield cards. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The hunter fact sheets on the IDNR website 
clearly state when an online windshield card is 
required. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
It is often difficult to find the windshield card I 
need on the IDNR website. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The IDNR clearly communicates the rules and 
procedures for using the online windshield cards. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I’m aware that I can update my windshield card 
any time prior to the February 15th deadline. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
It is clearly stated that each individual hunter 
must possess their own windshield card while 
hunting as a group (“party hunting”). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I recognize that even if I didn’t hunt a site at all, I 
still need to report for my windshield card 
online. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I find it extra work to report harvest for a single 
species multiple times using different systems.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The IDNR should require only ONE statewide 
harvest reporting system for all public access 
lands. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Section 5. Background Information. The following questions allow us to understand more about hunters in 
Illinois. Please tell us a little about yourself, all responses are kept confidential. 
1. How many years total have you hunted?          ______ years 
2. Please give your age.          ______ years 
3. What is your gender?          ____ Male          ____ Female 
 
 
This study is funded by federal dollars from Wildlife Restoration Fund 
through your purchase of hunting arms and ammunition. 
RETURN ENVELOPE IS PROVIDED – POSTAGE-PAID 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE! 
Your input will help us understand more about hunters and hunting in Illinois.
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APPENDIX D. COVER LETTER #1 
                                                                                                              
                     
May 22, 2017 
 
Dear Illinois Hunter, 
 
You are one of a group of hunters specially selected from throughout the state to provide 
information about our hunting activities in Illinois. Please take a few minutes to complete the 
enclosed questionnaire, even if you did not hunt in Illinois during the 2016-2017 seasons. 
Please provide information about your activities during the 2016-2017 hunting seasons and 
evaluations of the harvest reporting procedures in Illinois. A postage-paid envelope is provided 
for returning the questionnaire to us.  
 
This study, jointly conducted by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources and the Illinois 
Natural History Survey, is an effort to learn about the harvest reporting procedures in Illinois. 
Results of this study will help wildlife managers make decisions to improve hunting 
opportunities and continue to improve the harvest reporting system. Your responses are 
voluntary and completely confidential. By responding you will help us more effectively 
manage hunting and improve harvest data collecting techniques in Illinois.  
 
If you do not wish to participate, please return the blank questionnaire so we can remove your 
name from our mailing list. 
 
You may access the results of this and other studies of hunters and hunting in Illinois at 
http://www.inhs.illinois.edu/programs/hd/. You may also find information about Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources wildlife management programs and wildlife in Illinois at 
http://dnr.state.il.us/orc/wildliferesources/. 
 
If you have questions regarding this study, please call us at (217) 244-7193. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 Craig A. Miller 
 Human Dimensions Research Program 
 
1816 South Oak Street, 
Champaign, Illinois 61820 USA  
ILLINOIS NATURAL HISTORY SURVEY 
Prairie Research Institute 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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APPENDIX E. COVER LETTER #2 
                                                                                                              
                     
 
June 19, 2017 
 
Dear Illinois Hunter, 
 
You are one of a group of hunters specially selected from throughout the state to provide 
information about your hunting activities in Illinois. We recently mailed you a questionnaire 
regarding your activities during the 2016-2017 hunting seasons and evaluations of the harvest 
reporting procedures in Illinois. If you have already returned the questionnaire, we thank you. 
 
If you have not returned your completed questionnaire, please do so as soon as possible.  
We have enclosed another copy for you. The information you and other selected hunters 
provide will help wildlife managers make decisions to improve hunting opportunities and 
continue to improve the harvest reporting system. Your responses are voluntary and 
completely confidential. 
 
Even if you did not hunt in Illinois during the 2016-2017 seasons, we ask that you please 
take a few minutes to complete the portions of the questionnaire that pertain to you. A 
postage paid envelope is provided for returning the questionnaire to us. 
 
You may access the results of this and other studies of hunters and hunting in Illinois at 
http://www.inhs.illinois.edu/programs/hd/. You may also find information about Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources wildlife management programs and wildlife in Illinois at 
http://dnr.state.il.us/orc/wildliferesources/. 
 
If you have questions regarding this study, please call us at (217) 244-7193. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 Craig A. Miller 
 Human Dimensions Research Program 
 
 
 
1816 South Oak Street, 
Champaign, Illinois 61820 USA   
ILLINOIS NATURAL HISTORY SURVEY 
Prairie Research Institute 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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APPENDIX F. COVER LETTER #3 
                                                                                                              
                     
 
July 24, 2017 
 
Dear Illinois Hunter, 
 
You are one of a group of hunters specially selected from throughout the state to provide 
information about your hunting activities in Illinois. We recently mailed you a questionnaire 
regarding your activities during the 2016-2017 hunting seasons and evaluations of the harvest 
reporting procedures in Illinois. If you have already returned the questionnaire, we thank you. 
 
If you have not returned your completed questionnaire, please do so as soon as possible.  
We have enclosed another copy for you. The information you and other selected hunters 
provide will help wildlife managers make decisions to improve hunting opportunities and 
continue to improve the harvest reporting system. Your responses are voluntary and 
completely confidential. 
 
Even if you did not hunt in Illinois during the 2016-2017 seasons, we ask that you please 
take a few minutes to complete the portions of the questionnaire that pertain to you. A 
postage paid envelope is provided for returning the questionnaire to us. 
 
You may access the results of this and other studies of hunters and hunting in Illinois at 
http://www.inhs.illinois.edu/programs/hd/. You may also find information about Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources wildlife management programs and wildlife in Illinois at 
http://dnr.state.il.us/orc/wildliferesources/. 
 
If you have questions regarding this study, please call us at (217) 244-7193. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 Craig A. Miller 
 Human Dimensions Research Program 
 
 
 
1816 South Oak Street, 
Champaign, Illinois 61820 USA   
ILLINOIS NATURAL HISTORY SURVEY 
Prairie Research Institute 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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APPENDIX G. POSTCARD 
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APPENDIX H. MAP OF IDNR ADMINISTRATIVE REGIONS 
 
MAP COURTESY OF AMERICAN PARK NETWORK 
